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STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. The question is whether, the Court had the right to 
assume jurisdiction of the principal parties to an action 
for alimony and maintenance, where all the parties thereto 
are residing in another state, employed in another state, 
and all their property in another state, neither of the 
parties having any recent or substantial connection with 
the District of Columbia. 

2. The question is whether, in a suit for alimony and 
maintenance, the Court was within its rights in refusing 
to recognize the Florida divorce issued to the appellant 
as a matter of comity. 

3. The question is whether, the Court had the right, in 
a suit for alimony and maintenance, in the absence of 
fraud, to invalidate a Florida decree, same not being prayed 
for in the complaint, in which full faith and credit should 
have been considered for the laws of another state. 

4. The question is whether, in a suit for alimony and 
maintenance, where all parties are non-residents of the 
District of Columbia, and domiciled elsewhere, with no 
property rights, welfare of children, or other public in¬ 
terests are concerned, the Court should have invoked the 
doctrine of “Forum Non-Conveniens.” 
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In The 


UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

For The District of Columbia 


No. 11,558 


Tasaxilla Hopson, 
Appellant, 

v. 

Delores Palmer Hopson, 
Appellee. 


Appeal from the United States District Court for the 

District of Columbia 


JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 

The appellant, defendant below, appeals from a judg¬ 
ment for the appeal entered by the Court below on find¬ 
ings of fact and conclusions of law made by the Court in 
an action brought by the appellee, plaintiff below, as the 
wife of the appellant, to obtain from him separate main¬ 
tenance and support for herself and child. 

The jurisdiction of this Court is based on Title 18, Sec¬ 
tion 26, of the District of Columbia Code (1929) and under 
Title 18, Chapter 3, Section 14, and the appeal to this Court 
is governed by Title 18, Chapter 2, Section 26, complete 
to March 4, 1929, and Title 17, Chapter 1, Section 101, 
of the District of Columbia Code complete to January 3, 
1941. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

The appellant and the appellee were married on October 
27, 194S, in Guam. The appellant states that the appellee 
was about three months pregnant on the date of the mar¬ 
riage and that the appellant has never lived with nor co¬ 
habited with the appellee since the date of their marriage. 
(R. 46). 

The appellee arrived in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
about November 25, 194S, having departed from Guam on 
November 23, 1948. The appellant was transferred to the 
United States from Guam about February’, 1949. That the 
appellee removed from Pennsylvania temporarily to Alex¬ 
andria, Virginia, about April, 1949. That the appellee 
continued to live in Virginia until a short time after the 
birth of the child in May, 1949, when the appellee then 
removed herself to Oxon Hill, Maryland. 

The appellant received his discharge from the United 
States Army Air Force about January 9, 1950, while at 
Andrews Field, Maryland. The appellant informed the 
appellee that he was planning to make Florida his home 
(R. S3-84, S9) and that he was considering attending a 
University in Florida under the G.I. Bill. The appellee 
agreed to get a Maryland divorce about this time. (R. 46- 
47, 71-72). The appellant arrived in Miami, Florida, about 
January 10, 1950. The appellant immediately obtained a 
position as swimming instructor on or about January 12, 
1950, in which position he was employed continuously until 
about June 13,1950. (R. 175). The appellee failed to for¬ 
ward a certified copy of the divorce obtained by her former 
husband against her in Philadelphia. As a result of the 
appellee’s failure to forward the certified copy of her Phila¬ 
delphia divorce, the appellant was unable to attend the Uni¬ 
versity as he could not obtain privileges under the G.I. 
Bill. Notwithstanding, the appellant continued his employ¬ 
ment. The appellant filed and paid income taxes in Florida 
in March, 1950, and had a bank account in Florida in 1950, 
in addition to all his personal belongings. (R. 33-34). 
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The appellee informed the appellant about April, 1950, 
that she was not proceeding with her Maryland divorce. 
(R. 84). The appellant then informed the appellee that he 
was going to proceed with a Florida divorce inasmuch as he 
was making Florida his permanent home. The appellee was 
served with a notice of the divorce in Florida while she 
was still residing at 216 Audrey Lane, Oxon Hill, Mary¬ 
land, in May, 1950. The appellee, after receiving a copy 
of the complaint, informed the appellant’s attorneys in 
Florida by letter that she interposed no objection to the 
divorce. (R. 71-72, 74-75). 

That on June 13,1950, the appellant obtained his Florida 
divorce. The appellant left Florida for Michigan, stopping 
at Andrews Field, Maryland, where he remained for about 
one week. That the appellant left his clothing and per¬ 
sonal belongings in Miami, Florida, intending to return 
a short time later. (R. 84). While on this trip, the Korean 
situation arose, June 25, 1950, whereby, the appellant re¬ 
turned to Maryland a short time later and made application 
to be restored to active duty as a flying officer in the Army 
Air Forces. That the appellant was informed that he would 
be called to active duty shortly and that he should re¬ 
main close by for immediate call and that the appellant 
was called back into the service and is at the present time 
a captain in the Air Forces. 

On July 14, 1950, the appellee filed a complaint against 
the appellant under Civil Action No. 3033-50 for mainte¬ 
nance for herself and child stating that she was a resident 
of Oxon Hill, Maryland. (R. 75). That the appellee knew 
the appellant’s address at Oxon Hill, Maryland, only a short 
distance from the appellee’s home; notwithstanding same, 
the appellee gave the appellant a District of Columbia ad¬ 
dress. (R. 81). Both the appellant and the appellee were 
residents of the state of Maryland at the time this action 
was filed in the District of Columbia. That the appellee was 
employed in Virginia. That the child of the appellee and ap¬ 
pellant lived in Maryland; property of appellee was in 
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Maryland and Pennsylvania; neither party had any res 
in the District of Columbia. (R. 90-91). The appellee’s 
permanent home was and is Pennsylvania. The appellee 
left Pennsylvania about April, 1949. About May, 1949, ap¬ 
pellee resided in Virginia. About September, 1949, appellee 
moved to Maryland where she remained until some period 
of time after the institution of this action. Appellee stated 
she never gave up her Maryland address totally. 

In the Court below an order for maintenance and ali¬ 
mony pendente lite was signed in August, 1950, in the 
amount of $50 per month. Later the appellee filed a mo¬ 
tion to increase the alimony and maintenance whereby 
Judge Letts denied the appellee alimony. Judge Letts 
recognized the validity of the Florida divorce, but increased 
maintenance for the minor child to $65.00 a month. 
(R. 81,120). 

Final hearing was held on May 5, 1952, and continued 
through May 9, 1952, and the Court found for the appellee, 
basing the finding upon the conclusion that the Florida 
decree of divorce was invalid or void and was, therefore, 
no bar to the appellee’s claim for alimony and maintenance; 
notwithstanding, finding of fact and conclusions of law 
which declared that neither plaintiff nor defendant were 
at the time of filing of this complaint residents of or domi¬ 
ciled in the District of Columbia. The appellee did not re¬ 
quest in her prayer to invalidate the Florida decree. 

Findings of fact and conclusions of law were signed on 
May 26, 1952, upon which judgment for alimony and main¬ 
tenance and counsel fees were thereupon entered from said 
judgment, appeal was duly perfected at this Court after 
a motion for a new trial was overruled on May 28, 1952. 

STATEMENT OF POINTS 

1. The Court erred in holding that the District Court 
of the United States for the District of Columbia had 
jurisdiction of the parties in this case. 


5 


2. The Court erred in holding that this Complaint was 
properly filed under the law of the District of Columbia 
and that it had jurisdiction to hear and determine the 
issues involved. 

3. The Court erred in failing to find that the appellant’s 
legal domicile was in Florida. 

4. The Court erred in refusing to recognize the decree 
of divorce issued to the appellant in this case in Florida as 
a matter of comity. 

5. The Court erred in holding that the appellant had 
gone to Florida for the sole purpose of obtaining a divorce 
with no intention of establishing a permanent residence 
even for an indefinite period of time. 

6. The Court erred in refusing to give full faith and 
credit to the decree of the Florida Court. 

7. The Court erred in its refusal to hold that the appellee 
had failed to carry the burden of proof in attacking the 
foreign decree. 

8. The Court erred in its refusal to apply the doctrine 
of forum non conveniens. 

9. The Court erred in its refusal to dismiss appellee’s 
complaint, and in rendering a judgment for appellee. 

10. The Court erred in holding the Florida divorce in¬ 
valid as the appellee’s prayers did not include a request 
for such a finding. 

11. The Court erred in its refusal to grant appellant’s 
motion for a new trial, or to amend findings of fact and 
conclusions of law, or to make new findings and conclusions 
and direct the entry of a new judgment for appellant, and 
in overruling said motion. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The decree of divorce granted to the appellant on June 
13, 1950, in the Circuit Court of the Eleventh Jurisdic¬ 
tional Circuit of Florida in and for Dade County was valid 
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and was entitled to full faith and credit in the District of 
Columbia. The Findings of Fact by the court below, re¬ 
lating to the appellant’s domicile, did not support the con¬ 
clusion of law based thereon since the Court found as a 
fact that the appellant was employed in Florida for about 
six months, in the county in which the divorce was granted. 
That he paid his Federal income tax there and that he had 
all his personal property and belongings there. Although 
he had been a citizen of the State of Kentucky some seven 
years before but that he had been in the armed forces dur¬ 
ing the seven years since he left Kentucky and therefore 
regarded Florida as his domicile and residence from about 
January 10, 1950, to about June 14, 1950, and to present 
date. That the appellant’s father lived in Kentucky and 
the appellant’s mother lived in Michigan; therefore, the 
Findings of Fact were sufficient to support a conclusion of 
law that he had acquired a domicile of choice in Florida. 
The Findings further established that as a matter of law, 
the appellant had complied with the residents requirements 
of law of that state for purposes of divorce. Since the 
Florida decree of divorce was valid and should have been 
recognized by the court below, it was a complete bar to 
the appellee’s action for separate maintenance, apart from 
giving full faith and credit to the Florida decree on prin¬ 
ciples of comity, recognition of which should not have been 
refused. 

Since the Court found that neither the appellant nor the 
appellee was, at the time of the filing of the suit below, 
was either domiciled in or a resident of the District of 
Columbia, the Court was without jurisdiction to enter the 
judgment for separate maintenance in a dispute between 
parties who neither resided in or were citizens of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia. Even if the court below had power to 
order maintenance in an action between persons, neither 
of whom were residents of or domiciled in the District of 
Columbia, the court below did not have the power to do so 
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when, in doing so, it was necessary to declare invalid a 
divorce granted in Florida in accordance with the laws of 
Florida, since no aspect of the martial res was within the 
control of the court below. 

The public policy of the District of Columbia does not 
require its courts to take jurisdiction of a matrimonial 
dispute between two persons who are neither domiciled 
in the District nor even residents thereof at the time of 
the filing of the action, and this is especially true in the 
instant case, for there is no showing that the welfare of 
the child, rights of property, or other public interests in 
the District are in any way affected, but it would be more 
consistent with public policy, where one of the parties (ap¬ 
pellant) has married again, to refuse to interfere with 
the judgment of the Florida court, which granted custody 
and maintenance of the minor child to the appellee and that 
nothing could be gained by the appellee by instituting her 
action in the District of Columbia or elsewhere, after the 
appellant was granted his divorce in Florida, except re¬ 
venge and hatred on the part of the appellee. (Simons v. 
Simons 88 App. D. C. 180.) 

An action for maintenance is a personal action based 
upon the act of March 3, 1901, 31 Stat. 1346 C. 854, Sec. 
980, and this Section of the Code does not authorize an 
award of counsel fees in a maintenance suit. 

ARGUMENT 

I 

The Court Erred in Holding That the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia had Juris¬ 
diction of the Parties in This Case. 

The maintenance statute in the District of Columbia 
which is Title 14, Section 75 of the Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia was passed at a time when it was im- 
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possible to obtain a divorce except on the grounds of 
adultery and for persons wlio did not feel that they should 
apply for any kind of divorce, and it was to relieve this 
situation for acutal residents of the District of Columbia 
that the maintenance statute was passed. 

It has been held by this Court that a suit for alimony 
independent of divorce which was brought before the atten¬ 
tion of the Court, may be maintained by a non-resident 
if against a resident husband. Tohnan v. Tolman, 1 App. 
D. C. 299. But in no case has it appeared that two non¬ 
resident parties have been permitted to litigation in the 
District Court for maintenance. To permit such a pro¬ 
ceeding in the District Courts might lead to grave in¬ 
justice for the reason that a husband who had come to the 
District on vacation from Florida or California, might be 
accompanied by, or followed by, his wife from Florida 
or California to the District of Columbia and an action 
for maintenance there instituted. This would mean that the 
wife could institute maintenance action in the 48 states 
even though the wife and husband are residents of a par¬ 
ticular state. Therefore it is only reasonable to construe 
this statute as requiring that the parties ljave the resi¬ 
dence requirements necessary in an ordinary divorce suit. 
In the Tolman v. Tolman case, the decision was based on 
the fact that it there appeared that “the husband resided 
here and is therefore subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Court.” 

No case in the District of Columbia has recognized the 
right of the non-resident wife to maintain an action in the 
District of Columbia against her husband who neither 
resided in nor was domiciled in the District of Columbia. 
In the only case in the District of Columbia where both 
parties were non-residents, this Court held that mainte¬ 
nance would not be granted. (Vertner v. Vertner, 63 App. 
D. C. 179.) 

Public policy requires that a state, in which neither 
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husband nor wife is a resident or domiciled should not en¬ 
tertain an action between them for the allowance of ali¬ 
mony or maintenance except from divorce. {Donnelly v. 
Donnelly , 39 Fla. 229.) 

It has been held that where neither spouse resides in 
or is domiciled in the state where maintenance alone is 
sought, that state is without jurisdiction to entertain such 
action. {Keerl v. Keerl 34 Md. 21.) 

It is further contended that in the event that this Court 
feels that there should be no residence requirements for the 
purpose of maintaining a maintenance action, then it would 
have to place such an action in the category of a purely per¬ 
sonal, transitory action, and if that is so, then this action is 
barred by Section 341 of Title 24 of the Code of the District 
of Columbia. 

Even if public policy favors the opening of the courts of 
the District of Columbia to non-residents, that is, to cases 
where neither party lives in the District of Columbia nor 
is domiciled here, that policy should be confined to cases 
involving the inherent jurisdiction of equity to allow ali¬ 
mony, irrespective of divorce only in those cases, where 
resort to the local courts does not require as a condition 
precedent, to the allowance of such maintenance, the decla¬ 
ration of the invalidity of a foreign decree of divorce. 

To extend jurisdiction to cases of separate maintenance 
in actions between non-residents where a decree of divorce 
is set up as a defense, would require the courts of the forum 
to pass upon the existence of jurisdiction of the forum. 
Alimony is an incident of divorce. The court possessed of 
jurisdiction over the martial res likewise possesses jurisdic¬ 
tion over the incidents of that res. Whatever disposition 
may have been made of such incident in the foreign juris¬ 
diction, where the res was affected, would necessarily re¬ 
quire the courts of the jurisdiction where alimony alone is 
later sought to interfere with the res, although it only pre¬ 
tends to affect an incident thereof, without any assemblance 
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of power over the res itself, in view of the non-residence 
of both parties. 

In the instant case the parties were married on October 
27,1948, in Guam at which time the appellee was about three 
month pregnant and the parties entered into an agreement 
that the appellant would marry the appellee in order to give 
the unborn child a name and to declare the child legitimate. 
The appellee further stated that she would return to the 
United States the following month if the appellant would 
marry her, to her home in Pennsylvania, where she would 
give birth to the unborn child and would proceed with an 
action for divorce. (R. 46). The appellant married the ap¬ 
pellee under these conditions and has not lived or cohabited 
with the appellee from the date of their marriage on October 
27, 1948, to the date of the filing of this appeal. (R. 81- 
S2). The appellant was discharged from the Air Forces 
about January 9,1950, from Andrews Field, in the State of 
Maryland where he was residing. At this time the appellee 
was residing in the State of Marvland. That on Julv 14, 
1950, the appellee filed a Complaint for maintenance for her¬ 
self and minor child in the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia giving her address in order to mis¬ 
lead the Court, as 216 Audrey Lane, Washington, D. C., 
when in fact and in truth the address, 216 Audrey Lane, is 
in Oxon Hill, Maryland. That the appellee gave the ap¬ 
pellant’s address in the District of Columbia in her Com¬ 
plaint, when in fact and in truth she well knew that the 
appellant lived about a block away from her in Oxon Hill, 
Maryland. (R. 75, SI). This is the appellee’s manner and 
conduct which she has practiced upon the Court to mislead 
and deceive the Court by her concealment and coloring of 
the true facts. That at the time of the filing of this action 
the appellant was working from his residence in Maryland 
awaiting his recall to the service, while the appellee was 
employed in the Pentagon building in Virginia. That 
service was had on the appellant while in transit through 
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the District of Columbia by a professional process server. 
In other words, neither party was domiciled or residing in 
the District of Columbia at the time this action was insti¬ 
tuted, filed, and service had upon the appellant and that 
neither party actually worked in the District of Columbia 
at that time; and that there was no showing that the wel¬ 
fare of a child, rights of property, or other public inter¬ 
ests, in the District of Columbia were in any way affected. 
(R. 2-3, SI, 90-91). Under the circumstances of the present 
case the appellee could have and should have filed such ac¬ 
tion in the State of Maryland where she and the appellant 
were both residing, and it would be consistent with public 
policy under circumstances of the present case that there 
shall be no interference with the judgment of the Florida 
Court, or attempt to mediate whatever difference there may 
be between the appellee, who was resident and domiciled in 
the State of Pennsylvania, residing in Virginia and Mary¬ 
land and the appellant who was domiciled and a resident of 
the State of Florida, and who was temporarily residing 
in Marvland at the institution of this action. 

The appellant contends, further, that both parties are 
non-residents of the District of Columbia, hence, that pur¬ 
suant to the decisions in the Curley v. Curley (74 App. D. C. 
163) and the Melvin v. Melvin (76 U. S. App. 56) cases 
the trial court should have declined to take jurisdiction. 
That jurisdiction should be denied upon the grounds of 
public policy under the rules stated in those cases, inasmuch 
as the findings indicated that neither of the parties were 
residing in the District of Columbia at the time the action 
was filed, even though the appellant temporarily resided 
in the District for a period of about five months in 1949 and 
then returned to Andrews Field in Maryland the latter part 
of 1949 to the date of his discharge on January 9, 1950. 

In Curley v. Curley , 74 App. D. C. 163, it is stated among 
other things, that the District courts undoubted jurisdiction 
of maintenance suits between non-residents domiciled else- 
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where should not be exercised unless unusual circumstances 
justify trial here. There are no such circumstances in the 
present case, as both the appellant and the appellee were 
residents in the State of Maryland and that neither party 
had any recent and substantial connection with the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia. (R. 77-7S). 

The trial court in the present case ruled in the case of 
Harding v. Harding, Civil Action No. 509-51 which pre¬ 
sented a similar set of facts dismissed the plaintiff’s Com¬ 
plaint upon a motion by the defendant to dismiss, stating 
that the Court did not have jurisdiction of the parties. The 
appellant is at a loss to determine the trial court’s ruling 
in the Harding case as compared to the ruling in the pres¬ 
ent case. That the appellant raised this question of juris¬ 
diction before the trial of the action, also renewed the mo¬ 
tion at the close of the appellee’s case and again renewed 
the motion as to the question of jurisdiction at the close of 
the appellant's case. (R. 80, 101-104). The appellant feels 
that inasmuch as there was an objection to the jurisdiction 
upon the motion of alimony pendente lite, that the trial 
court did have discretionary power, if not the right to over¬ 
rule the findings of the motions court. An indication of the 
right was shown by Judge Letts, who overruled the decision 
of Judge Matthews in denying the appellee alimony pen¬ 
dente lite. (R. 81,120). The mere fact that a former court 
may have erred, does not mean that same cannot be cor¬ 
rected by a subsequent court’s ruling where the same set of 
facts are present. To say, not in the exact wording, that 
it is improper, for the trial court to go further into the 
question of jurisdiction because a motions court ruling had 
been made, works an injustice upon the litigants and neces¬ 
sitates the actions of a higher tribunal to pass on this 
question when same could have been rectified or corrected 
at the outset. 

Appellant made 2 or 3 motions to dismiss this action on 
jurisdictional grounds, but the lower court denied the 
motions. 
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II 

The Court Erred in Holding That This Complaint Was 
Properly Filed Under the Law of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia and That It had Jurisdiction to Hear and Deter¬ 
mine the Issues Involved. , 

The question of jurisdiction was raised either orally or 
in some manner before Judge Matthews on August 25, 
1950, and that Judge Matthews granted the appellee main¬ 
tenance for herself and child. That on November 30, 1951, 
Judge Letts set aside that portion of Judge Matthews’ 
order and denied the appellee any right to alimony or main¬ 
tenance. The fact that a judge of this Court originally 
granted alimony or maintenance, does not deprive a trial 
court in the exercise of its discretion to act on the question 
of jurisdiction. The question of jurisdiction was raised 
many times during the trial before the lower court and each 
time the appellant was overruled on this point and excep¬ 
tions were noted by the attorney for the appellant. 

The Court erred in holding that the complaint was prop¬ 
erly filed at the time that the pendente lite order was made 
on August 25, 1950; and on May 5, 1952, through May 9, 
1952, the trial of this action under the laws of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia had erred, in that it had jurisdiction to 
hear and determine the issues involved. 

This point has been discussed in the preceding para¬ 
graphs under Point I of this argument. In Atkinson v. 
Atkinson , 65 App. D. C. 241, this Court said “Whether or 
not the operation of foreign decrees of divorce will contra¬ 
vene the policy of or do wrong or injustice to the citizens 
of the state is to be determined by the courts of that state.” 

This court in declaring the Florida decree invalid in 
the case at bar, did not have the jurisdiction to hear and 
determine such issues, as the court below was exercising 
power over the alimony incident of the martial res by 
declaring that although the local courts were without any 
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res jurisdiction such also was the lack of jurisdiction in 
the Florida court which had granted the divorce. It is the 
appellant’s submission that to declare invalid the divorce 
granted to him in Florida, such declaration of invalidity 
must be made by a court having some color of jurisdic¬ 
tion over the res and until such jurisdiction is established, 
other courts are without power to declare the foreign decree 
void. 

The lower court had before it a certified copy of the 
Florida divorce which the appellant obtained on June 13, 
1950, which awarded the appellee custody of the minor child 
and maintenance for the minor child, thus leaving the ap¬ 
pellee, apparently nothing to gain. The lower court went 
further in its jurisdiction to determine the issue involved 
when the Lower court “invalidated the Florida divorce 
decree of the appellant when the appellee’s prayers in the 
complaint in the District of Columbia did not request this.” 
(R. 104-106). It appears that the lower court had over¬ 
stepped its bounds of duty and propriety in making such 
a decision. 

Citing Curley v. Curley , 74 App. D. C. 163, the Court of 
Appeals held that the decision of the lower court was in¬ 
correct. “It is not necessary to decide whether the matri¬ 
monial domicile was established in Florida or whether the 
Florida decree was entitled to full faith and credit.” The 
Appeals Court further held, that the decision of the Dis¬ 
trict Court was incorrect in finding that the decree ob¬ 
tained in Florida was so obtained by fraud and was invalid 
and that the appellant and the appellee were still husband 
and wife; and that under the public policy of the District, 
its court had jurisdiction by reason of personal service 
upon appellant to compel him to support his wife, notwith¬ 
standing that neither party was a resident of the District. 
The evidence and the findings clearly show in the present 
case, that the appellant did establish a new domicile in 
Florida, and that no fraud was perpertrated or committed 
upon the Florida court. (R. 83-84, 89,175). 


The Court Erred in Failing to Find That the Appellant’s 

Legal Domicile Was in Florida. 

The appellant’s testimony which was corroborated in 
part by the appellee showed the lower court that the appel¬ 
lant had resided continuosulv in Miami in the State of 
Florida from about January 10, 1950, to about June 14, 
1950. This was corroborated by appellant’s exhibit No. 4 
in the lower court whereby the appellee under letter dated 
May 2, 1950, wrote to the appellant’s attorneys in Miami, 
Florida, stating that she “interposed no objection to a 
divorce” and so instructed the appellant’s attorneys in 
Florida that they should restore her name to Palmer, she 
also making reference to a Maryland divorce. (B. 171). 
The appellant’s testimony is further corroborated by his 
payroll receipts from the Surf Club at Miami Beach in ad¬ 
dition to the appellant’s exhibit No. 17 which was a with¬ 
holding statement indicating the appellant’s pay in the 
amount of $934.83 of which $95.65 additional was withheld 
for federal taxes. This payment totaled $1030.48 and indi¬ 
cates payment for five months. (B. 175). The appellant 
informed the Court that he arrived in Miami, Florida, about 
January 10, 1950. That the appellant conversed with the 
appellee in Oxon Hill, Maryland, prior to his discharge from 
the air forces on January 9,1950, and before his departure 
to Florida, which discussion was to the effect that the appel¬ 
lee had agreed to file for a Maryland divorce. (B. 71-72, 
74-75). That the appellant informed the appellee at that 
time that he intended to make Florida his home and that he 
was going to attend the University of Miami under the G.I. 
Bill, he, taking all his personal belongings with him. Testi¬ 
mony discloses that the appellee informed the appellant 
about April, 1950, that she was not going to obtain a Mary¬ 
land divorce. This action on the part of the appellee was 
brought about when the appellant requested that the ap¬ 
pellee forward to him a certified copy of her former 
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divorce which was granted to her former husband 
against her, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 1944. 
The appellant later was informed that the reason why 
the appellee did not forward the requested certified copy of 
her divorce in Philadelphia in 1944 was due to the fact that 
her former husband, Francis Palumbo, a notorious night 
club operator filed action against her in the March term of 
1945, for divorce charging the appellee with desertion and 
several counts of adultery and that the appellee’s former 
husband was granted the divorce against her, on desertion. 
(R. 168-170,183). As a result of the failure of the appellee 
to forward the certified copy of the appellee’s former 
Philadelphia divorce, the appellant was unable to obtain 
entry under the G.I. Bill to the University of Miami. Not¬ 
withstanding, the appellant continued to indicate his sin¬ 
cerity of adopting Florida as his home, by continuously 
working, banking and paying taxes in Florida, keeping 
all his personal clothing in Florida. When the appellee 
declared her intention in April, 1950, not to obtain a Mary¬ 
land divorce, the appellant, after being in Florida about 
four months, decided to obtain a divorce about the latter 
part of April, 1950, and so informed the appellee of his in¬ 
tentions and served the appellee with a copy of the Com¬ 
plaint which the appellee acknowledges in her testimony 
and by her letter to the appellant’s attorney in Florida. 
(R. 83-84, 171). The appellant’s position at the Surf Club 
terminated about June 13,1950, as the tourist season ended 
then and on that date the appellant obtained his divorce in 
Florida. That the appellant did not practice any fraud 
upon the Florida Court as the testimony reveals that he did 
not leave the State of Maryland on January 9,1950, with the 
idea of obtaining a Florida divorce, but entertained the idea 
about four months after his arrival in Florida and after the 
appellee refused to obtain a Maryland divorce as per her 
agreement. The appellant left Florida about June 14,1950, 
leaving his clothing and other property in Miami, Florida, 
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(R. 84) ami made a trip to Maryland to see some friends and 
then proceeded to see his mother in Michigan and his father 
in Kentucky; and that he married in Indiana in the latter 
part of June, 1950, from which marriage a child was born 
about one year later. That the appellant, while on this visit, 
had knowledge that the Korean outbreak took place on June 
25,1950. He then proceeded to Andrews Field, Maryland, 
and a short time thereafter requested his return to duty as 
a Lieutenant flyer in the air forces by making application 
for re-enlistment as he was a reserve officer on flying status. 
That he was informed that he should remain close by as 
he was subject to immediate call; and that he did remain in 
Maryland until called back into service in which the appel¬ 
lant is now a captain in the Army Air Forces. The appel¬ 
lant testified and the lower court was so informed that the 
appellant’s clothing is still at his home in Miami, Florida, 
and—that it was his intention to return to Florida after 
visiting his parents, but same was interrupted due to the 
outbreak of the Korean war. That it is still the appellant’s 
intention upon his discharge from the service in the future 
to return to his home in Miami, Florida. That some ques¬ 
tion was raised by the appellee about the appellant’s Com¬ 
plaint for Divorce in April, 1950, in Florida charging her 
with desertion. The appellee attacks the technicality of the 
term used in the Florida Complaint, but notwithstanding 
same, the appellant and the appellee are somewhat in ac¬ 
cord in their testimony that they have not lived nor co¬ 
habited together since about the date of their marriage on 
October 27, 1948. 

In Curley v. Curley , 74 App. D. C. 163, which is supported 
by Melvin v. Melvin , 76 U. S. App. 56, the Court held that 
the evidence and the findings clearly show that the appel¬ 
lant did establish a new domicile in Florida. The District 
Court’s findings in this case show the falsity of the appel¬ 
lee’s contention that the appellant perpetrated a fraud upon 
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the Florida Court by simulating a residence and domicile 
there. 

The lower court stated that it was improper for the court 
to go further into the question of jurisdiction to try the 
case, inasmuch as another judge had ruled that the appellee 
was entitled to alimony and maintenance for herself; but 
the trial judge overlooked the fact, although called to the 
Court's attention, that after alimony was granted the ap¬ 
pellee, another judge subsequently refused the appellee 
alimony when a motion was filed on her behalf to increase 

alimonv and maintenance. 

* 


IV 

The Court Erred in Refusing to Recognize the Decree of 
Divorce Issued to the Appellant in This Case in Florida 
as a Matter of Comity. 

In the instant case the evidence on behalf of the appel¬ 
lant indicates that he arrived in Miami, Florida, about 
January 10, 1950, and that he remained in Miami continu¬ 
ously through June 13, 1950, during which time he was 
employed at the Surf Club. (R. 175). The appellee at¬ 
tempted to show that the appellant was not in Miami, 
Florida, continuously by introducing a letter which was ad¬ 
mitted in evidence as Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 23. (R. 56-57, 
71). The appellant denied having written this letter from 
Murray, Kentucky, and denied the signature on the letter 
which was for an application for enlisted status. (R. 83). 
Vpon cross-examination of the appellee, the appellee ad¬ 
mitted she was employed in the Pentagon building and that 
she took the appellant’s 201 file from the Pentagon build¬ 
ing without authorization, contrary to the rules and regula¬ 
tions of the War Department which makes it a Federal of¬ 
fense to take any such records from the files to be used for 
personal information and advantage. (R. 91-92). The 
appellee further admitted that she took the appellant’s 
201 file into the District of Columbia without authorization 
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from her superiors and had the appellant’s 201 file photo¬ 
stated and that she used said photostats in these proceed¬ 
ings before the lower court. (R. 75-76). The appellant ob¬ 
jected to all the exhibits. The appellant, by way of defense, 
stated that it was possible for the appellee to substitute 
other papers into the appellant’s 201 file. That the appellee 
on further cross-examination was shown three envelopes 
which were received in evidence as Defendant’s Exhibit 
Nos. 5, 6, and 7, and asked to identify the writing. The ap¬ 
pellee admitted that the three envelopes were in her hand¬ 
writing. (R. 69-70, 173). The appellant positively identi¬ 
fied the signature on Plaintiff’s Exhibit 23 as the appellee’s 
handwriting, not his. (R. S3). The appellee admitted that 
she did not have written Power of Attorney from Lt. 
Hopson at any time but admitted that she requested certain 
papers relative to a new program about officers returning 
into service. The appellee was then questioned with re¬ 
spect to Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 23 and asked if she had 
written a letter requesting application for enlisted status 
for the appellant. The appellee would not admit writing 
the letter nor would she deny having written the letter, 
but the signatures of the appellee on the envelope marked 
Defendant’s Exhibit Nos. 5, 6, and 7 addressed to the 
appellant were identical with the signature on Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit No. 23. (R. 68-71). The appellant stated that 

inasmuch as no envelope to the letter marked Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit No. 23 was produced in evidence, the appellee in¬ 
serted this letter and other papers in the appellant’s 201 
file when she removed same and had same in her posses¬ 
sion at the time she had portions of his file photostated 
in Washington, D. C., same having been done without au¬ 
thorization from the War Department or the army officials. 
The appellant further contends that the appellee took his 
201 file about December, 1951, from the Pentagon building, 
this being corroborated by the appellee, herself, on cross- 
examination, and that the appellee conceived and perpe¬ 
trated this plan and procedure of placing the letter marked 
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Plaintiff's Exhibit Xo. 23 in the appellant’s 201 file in order 
that is would cast suspicion and reflection in attempting 
to show that the appellant did remove himself from Florida 
during the period stated. Mr. Wendell S. Walker, a mem¬ 
ber of the Air Adjutant Branch of the Air Force was called 
as a witness for the appellee and testified that Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit Xo. 23, application for enlisted status was post¬ 
marked January 30,1950, but that the date of the communi¬ 
cation was filed subsequent to that date. (R. 55-56, 58-59). 
This presents the appellant’s version of how the appellee 
connived and contrived in placing this letter in the appel¬ 
lant’s 201 file. 

Citing Curley v. Curley , 74 App. D. C. 163, the Court of 
Appeals stated, “It is not necessary to decide 'whether the 
matrimonial domicile was established in Florida or whether 
the Florida decree was entitled to full faith and credit.” 
( Davis v. Davis, 305 IT. S. 32) ( Gullet v. Gullett , 80 U. S. 
App. D. C. 733) ( Haddock v. Haddock , 201 U. S. 562.) 
The evidence and findings clearly show that the appellant 
did establish a new domicile in Florida. Whether or not 
the Florida decree wns entitled to full faith and credit, 
it may still be recognized on the ground of comity, and 
there is nothing in the record to prevent its recognition on 
this ground. ( Kraskin v. Kraskin , 70 App. D. C. 85) ( Hell - 
rnuth v. Hellmutli, 69 App. D. C. 64) ( Gullett v. Gullett, 80 
U. S. App. D. C. 73.) The District Court’s findings show the 
falsity of the appellee’s contention that the appellant per¬ 
petrated a fraud upon the Florida court by simulating a 
residence and domicile there. Consequently there is no basis 
in this respect for the court’s determination that fraud was 
committed upon the court of that state. In view of these 
considerations, and in light of the record as it exists in the 
present case, the conclusion that fraud was practiced upon 
the Florida court is not warranted. That no positive proof 
or evidence has been shown the court to disprove appel¬ 
lant’s residence in Florida. 


The Court Erred in Holding That the Appellant Had Gone 
to Florida for the Sole Purpose of Obtaining a Divorce 
With no Intention of Establishing a Permanent Resi¬ 
dence Even for an Indefinite Period of Time. 

The appellant offers approximately the same argument 
as presented under Point IV, the paragraph hereinbefore 
stated, and calls Court’s attention to Appellant’s Exhibit 
No. 4. 

VI 

The Court Erred in Refusing to Give Full Faith and Credit 
to the Decree of the Florida Court. 

The court has held in the case of Atkinson v. Atkinson, 
65 App. D. C. 241, “whether or not the operation of foreign 
decrees of divorce will contravene the policy or do wrong or 
injustice to the citizens of the state, it is to be deter¬ 
mined by the courts of that state.” In the present case 
the court erred in refusing to give full faith and credit to 
the decree of the Florida court. In declaring void the 
Florida decree in the case at bar, the court below was exer¬ 
cising power over the alimony incident of the martial res 
by declaring that although the local courts were without 
the res jurisdiction, such also was the lack of jurisdiction 
in the Florida court which had granted the divorce. It is 
the appellant's submission that to declare invalid the di¬ 
vorce granted to him in Florida and in refusing to give 
full faith and credit thereof, such declaration of invalid¬ 
ity must be made by a court having some color of juris¬ 
diction over the res and, until such jurisdiction is estab¬ 
lished, other courts are without power to declare the foreign 
decree void. 
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The Court Erred in Its Refusing to Hold That the Appellee 

Had Failed to Carry the Burden of Proof in Attacking the 

Foreign Decree. 

The appellee has injected many forms of defenses in 
attempting to carry the burden of proof in attacking the 
Florida divorce or foreign decree. The lower court stated 
that the appellee has a heavy burden in attacking a decree 
of another court. The appellant contends that the evidence 
adduced by the appellee was not sufficient and that the ap¬ 
pellee failed to carry the burden of proof. (United States 
v. Williams, 325 IT. S. 226.) The only statements made by 
the appellee with respect to carrying the burden of proof 
was the offering of Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 23 purporting 
to be a letter from the appellant dated January 30,1950, to 
the Air Adjutants office which the appellant denied having 
written and which the appellee on cross-examination would 
not say whether or not she wrote that particular letter. The 
appellant’s contention is both logical and sound in stating 
that the appellee inserted this letter into his 201 file which 
she converted to her own use in removing same from the 
Pentagon Building to a given destination in Washington, 
D. C., where part of the 201 record was photostated. The 
appellant further denies that he ever applied for or re¬ 
ceived any documents entitled authority to enlist and a 
letter dated February 17, 1950. The appellant objected 
to Plaintiff’s Exhibits 23, 24, and 25 and the court per¬ 
mitted these exhibits to be received in evidence but re¬ 
served the appellant the right to completely discredit the 
document by showing that the signature was not that of 
the appellant. (R. 57). This the appellant did in denying 
his signature or that he ever received any such documents; 
or that he was ever in Murray, Kentucky, at any time from 
January 9, 1950, to June 14, 1950. Doesn’t it appear ludi¬ 
crous and ridiculous for a person to be discharged from the 
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service, an officer, on January 9, 1950, in search of an edu¬ 
cation and to establish a home, to make application for 
return to service as an enlisted man, only 21 days after 
his discharge? The appellant introduced Defendant’s Ex¬ 
hibit Nos. 5, 6, and 7 to prove to the court that the said 
Defendant’s Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 were envelopes addressed 
in the appellee’s handwrting, which matched the signature 
on the letter marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 23. (R. 83). 

The appelkyit, by his own testimony, called her from 
Florida in January, 1950, and'later wrote her to deter¬ 
mine -whether the appellee was proceeding with the Mary¬ 
land divorce as planned before his departure on January 
10, 1950. The appellee denies any such conversation with 
the appellant under oath, at the trial, but a letter in the ap¬ 
pellee’s own handwriting marked Defendant’s Exhibit No. 
4, which was received in evidence, rebutts the appellee’s 
testimony, in proving that she had deliberately told a false¬ 
hood in this respect. The appellee admitted that she had 
received a copy of the Complaint for divorce about April 
30, 1950, and that she acknowledged receiving same, to the 
attorneys for the appellant, on May 2, 1950, in Florida, 
stating that “she did not interpose any objection to the di¬ 
vorce.” (R. 71-72, 74-75). That this appellee had sufficient 
time from April, 1950, to June 13,1950, to obtain counsel in 
Florida to contest this action if she so desired; or the ap¬ 
pellee could have requested the court to permit her to have 
an attorney, if she desired to contest this action, and allow 
her traveling and other expenses. It is apparent that this 
was not the intention of the appellee, but she was willing to 
permit the appellant to obtain a divorce as long as she w-as 
permitted to have custody and maintenance of the minor 
child. This was done in the Florida decree which granted 
the appellee custody and maintenance of the minor child. 
Everything seemed to be in agreement until the appellant 
returned to Maryland about July of 1950 after the appel¬ 
lee had knowledge that the appellant had remarried and 
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temporarily resided with his present wife about one block 
from the appellee’s home in Maryland. (See appellee’s 
answer to injunction—July 17, 1952.) The appellee then 
instituted the present suit in the District of Columbia, 
giving the appellant’s address as the District of Columbia 
when she well knew that he was a resident of Maryland as 
hereinbefore mentioned. The appellee, as stated in the 
White v. White, 150 Fed. (2) 157, and the Curley v. Curley, 
74 App. D. C. 163, could have received a full, adequate and 
complete remedy and recourse in the State of Maryland 
where both parties were residents, but she filed the action 
in the District of Columbia for reasons only known to her 
and to mislead the court. That the appellant and his pres¬ 
ent wife had a child born to them which has caused the 
appellee to resort to tactics of spite and hatred in an effort 
to break up the appellant’s marriage and home. That the 
appellant has been paying the amount of $40 per month by 
the Florida decree, and later $65 per month under the 
District of Columbia decree for the maintenance and sup¬ 
port of the minor child, and has kept up these payments 
almost to the letter. That the trial court has raised the 
amount to $110 per month as alimony and maintenance 
for the appellee and their child, which is working a hard¬ 
ship on the appellant, who has a wife and child to support 
on a modest income. 


vrn 

The Court Erred in Its Refusal to Apply the Doctrine of 
“Forum Non Conveniens.” 

The lower court erred in its refusal to apply the doctrine 
of forum non conveniens in the present case. The Court of 
Appeals emphatically asserted a true and impartial deci¬ 
sion in the case of Simons v. Simons, 88 App. D. C. 180, 
which was decided on February 8, 1951. In the doctrine 
of forum non conveniens it is clearly brought out so that 
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no doubt should exist in the legal minds as to the inter¬ 
pretation, construction, and application of the principles 
in the < Simons case. The Court of Appeals stated that it 
was more convenient for the wife to apply to the court for 
recourse and redress in the State of Virginia where the 
husband had been residing and employed for a period of 
time and he could have been served with process much 
easier in the State of Virginia as compared to being served 
in the District of Columbia. That the wife resided in Mary¬ 
land, and filed this action in the District of Columbia. The 
lower court dismissed the action brought by the wife stat¬ 
ing that there is no showing that the welfare of the children, 
rights of property, or other public interests, in the Dis¬ 
trict are in any way affected. That jurisdiction of main¬ 
tenance suits between non-residents domiciled elsewhere 
should not be exercised unless unusual circumstances jus¬ 
tify trial here. The appellant further cites the case of 
Curley v. Curley , 74 App. D. C. 163; Melvin v. Melvin , 76 
U. S. App. 56; Canada Malting Co. v. Paterson Steamships, 
Ltd., 285 U. S. 413. There are no such unusual circum¬ 
stances in the present case where both the appellee and the 
appellant have and were residing in Oxon Hill, Md., from 
about May, 1949, to the date of the filing of this action about 
July 14, 1950. The appellant was subject to service in 
Maryland, due to the fact that the appellant was living 
with his present wife in the immediate area of the appellee, 
same being in the State of Maryland. It would have been 
more convenient and expeditious for the appellee to have 
proceeded in Maryland inasmuch as all the parties, prop¬ 
erty rights, welfare of child, and other public interests 
were all definitely in the State of Maryland. It did not 
appear in this case that either party had any recent or sub¬ 
stantial connection with the District of Columbia. 

Judge Tamm, who heard the trial of the issues herein, 
now contends that the Court had jurisdiction inasmuch as a 
former court passed on a motion pendente lite. The Court 
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of Appeals also stated that this doctrine of forum non con¬ 
veniens should be applied, as to not permit outside parties 
to come from neighboring states into the District of Co¬ 
lumbia to usurp the time of our courts, to deprive the 
local citizenry of the protection and duty owed by the court i 

to them and vice versa. It is unfair and impractical with 
the heavily laden calendar, 2 or 3 years in arrears, as in 
the present ease, to tax the court, to permit non-residents 
to file maintenance actions in the District of Columbia, tak¬ 
ing up an approximate total of five complete days in the 
trial and manv other davs with reference to the motions 

* m 

and pleadings which are and have been made a part of this 
record. It is conceivable, that to permit such practice to 
accommodate non-residents, it will follow and tend to show 
that the local citizenry will be deprived and delayed of their 
day in Court. If the present case of maintenance had been 
filed in Maryland, where the court calendar is not con¬ 
gested, this same action would have been terminated in a 
matter of hours and not days. Judge Tamm, who presided 
in this court for the trial of the present case recently, in 
1951, decided a similar case, Harding v. Harding, Civil 
Action 509-51, directly opposite to his findings in this case, 
as Judge Tamm dismissed a complaint for maintenance 
where the defendant had filed a motion to dismiss on the 
ground of jurisdiction, where the defendant lived just 
across the District line in Virginia, and plaintiff lived 
across the District line, in Maryland. 

XX ' 

The Court Erred in Its Refusal to Dismiss Appellee’s Com- 
plaint and in Rendering Judgment for the Appellee and 
in Granting Counsel Fees for the Appellee. 

The Court erred in refusing to dismiss the appellee’s 
complaint and in rendering a judgment for the appellee 
on the ground hereinbefore stated in the eight preceding 
points upon which the appellant intends to rely. The con¬ 
siderations hereinbefore mentioned emphasizes the fact 
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that the public policy of the District of Columbia, does not 
require its courts to take jurisdiction of a matrimonial 
dispute between two parties who are neither domiciled in 
the District nor even residents thereof; especially where 
there is no showing that the welfare of the children, rights 
of property, or other public interests in the District are in 
any way affected. To the contrary, it is much more con¬ 
sistent with public policy, under the circumstances of the 
present case, that there shall be no interfence with the judg¬ 
ment of the Florida court, or attempt to mediate whatever 
differences there may be between these residents of Penn- 
svlvania, Marvland and Florida. 

It is the contention of counsel for the appellant that 
the Court erred in granting counsel fees to counsel for the 
appellee. 

This action is apparently a personal action and in the 
divorce laws of the District of Columbia there is included 
the right of the court to allow counsel fees in such cases, 
but there is no authority in law in granting counsel fees on 
cases covering maintenance only. 

This matter was referred to in the case of Pederson v. 
Pederson , 71 App. D. C. Pg. 26, which contained the fol¬ 
lowing: “The D. C. Code, 1929, T. 14, Section 70, purports 
to authorize and award pendente lite only as incident to a 
suit for divorce or one for annulment. It makes no pro¬ 
vision for such an award as incident to a suit for separate 
maintenance under Section 75 of the same Title, nor does 
that section purport to do so.” 

It is submitted that counsel fees should not be awarded 
in such a case. 

X 

The Court Erred in Holding the Florida Divorce Invalid 
as the Appellee’s Prayers did not Include a Request for 
Such a Finding. 

The Court erred in holding the Florida divorce invalid 
in addition to all the other reasons stated in the preceding 
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nine points, as the appellee did not include, in her prayers 
in the complaint, a request for such a finding. (R. 106). The 
Court in this instance has gone beyond the request or pray¬ 
ers by its action in making such a finding. Even the final 
clause “for such other and further relief ” does not, by the 
greatest stretch of the imagination, include the granting of 
the findings in holding the Florida divorce invalid. It is the 
appellant’s impression that only such prayers as may be 
requested are granted and to go beyond the prayers is to 
go beyond the merits. 


XI 

The Court Erred in Its Refusal to Grant the Appellant’s 
Motion for a New Trial; or to Amend Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law; or to Make New Findings and 
Conclusions and Direct the Entry of a New Judgment 
for the Appellant and in Overruling Said Motion. 

The Court erred in its refusal to grant defendant’s 
motion for a new trial. The verdict or judgment was con¬ 
trary to law, citing Harding v. Harding, Civil Action 509- 
51, which was decided by the trial judge in this action; 
Curley v. Curley , 74 App. D. C. 163; Melvin v. Melvin , 76 
U. S. App. 56; Simon v. Simon, 88 App. D. C. 180, decided 
on February 8, 1951, Langdon v. Langdon, 150 Fed (2d) 
979, and many other decisions. 

The verdict was contrary to the evidence and to the 
weight of the evidence. Citing the case of Williams v. 
North Carolina, 325 U. S. 226, which held “that the bur¬ 
den of overthrowing a foreign decree rests heavily upon 
the assailant of the decree of another court.” The ap¬ 
pellant feels that the appellee did not offer sufficient testi¬ 
mony and did not assume the burden of overthrowing 
the Florida divorce with such concrete evidence that could 
be classed as heavily assailing a decree of the Florida 
court. The appellee attempted to show by her Exhibit 
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No. 23 that the appellant wrote this letter but same was 
denied by the appellant when he stated under oath that he 
never wrote the letter and never saw the letter until it 
was produced in court. The appellee, when cross-examined 
with respect to her Exhibit No. 23, neither admitted nor 
denied having written the letter and signing the appel¬ 
lant’s name to the letter. The appellee admitted writing 
the Defendant’s Exhibit Nos. 5, 6, and 7 which signatures 
were identical to the signatures in the letter of Appellee’s 
Exhibit No. 23. 

The appellee testified that she recived a letter from 
Eliose, Mich., on February 16, 1950, addressed to her in 
the appellant’s handwriting. The appellee registered mail 
to the appellant to Michigan under Appellee’s Exhibit 
No. 28. The appellee’s registered mail receipt Exhibit No. 
28 did not have the signature of the appellant on it. 
(R. 74, 163-164). The appellant explains this situation by 
stating that he did no want the'appellee to know his address 
in Florida and had the mail forwarded to his mother in 
Michigan, who, in turn, forwarded the mail to the appellee. 
(R. 19-20). The appellee proceeded in the same manner 
as Appellant’s Exhibit No. 6 and other Appellant’s Exhib¬ 
its indicate. That the appellee forwarded letters to her 
relatives in Lester, Pennsylvania, under date of March 26, 
1952, and other dates in January and February, while she 
was employed in Tucson, who in turn forwarded these en¬ 
closed letters to the appellant. 

Notwithstanding the incident of the re-mailing of the 
letters and the Appellee’s Exhibit No. 23, which the appel¬ 
lant had clarified at the trial, the appellee has shown 
nothing in the way of proving that the appellant was not 
a bona fide resident, domiciled in Florida from about Janu¬ 
ary 11, 1950, to June 14, 1950.. (Williams v. No. Carolina, 
325 U. S. 226.) 

Further, in the motion for a new trial, it was error for the 
court to deny the appellant’s motion for a directed verdict 
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at the close of the appellee's case and at the close of the 
appellant’s case. 

It was error for the court to assume jurisdiction over 
the subject matter and the parties and also error in holding 
the Florida decree invalid, as stated previously in this 
brief. (R. 111-112). 

Judge Tamm stated in his Findings of Fact in paragraph 
4 “That the plaintiff and defendant returned to the United 
States in January, 1949, and thereafter failed and refused 
to live with and provide a home for the plaintiff and the 
said child.” (R. 122). Judge Tamm is in error in this 
statement as the appellee testified that she left Guam alone 
on November 23, 194S. The appellant testified that he did 
not return to the United States from Guam until about 
January 9, 1949. (R. 82-83). 

That in paragraph 2 of the Court’s Findings of Fact, the 
Court failed to include that the appellee in her marriage 
license gave Philadelphia as her home and the Court failed 
to include therein that the appellee returned to her home 
in Philadelphia about November 26, 1948, from Guam. 
(R. 167). 

In paragraph 6 of the Court’s Findings of Fact the 
Court erred in accepting the meager evidence presented by 
the appellee which was rebutted and disproved by the 
appellant in rendering his Findings of Fact as stated in 
said paragraph 6. (R. 123). 

The Court’s Findings of Fact in paragraph 7 is not 
consistent with the testimony given at the trial, in that, the 
Court stated that the defendant did not make .a creditable 
witness and that his demeanor on the stand was that of a 
person obviously not telling the truth, etc. The Court’s 
statement fails to take into consideration that the appel¬ 
lant was on the witness stand called by the appellee’s at¬ 
torney, for approximately four days and that the appel¬ 
lant appeared tired and disgusted with the continual ques¬ 
tioning that was repetitious as shown by the transcript. 
That the appellant had answered practically the same ques- 
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tions time and again as they were propounded to him by 
the appellee’s attorney. 

The Court’s Findings of Fact in paragraph 9 failed to 
show that the appellee received a copy of the Florida Com¬ 
plaint as stated by the appellee. The Court also failed to 
mention that there was some acquiescence by the Appel¬ 
lant’s Exhibit No. 4 in which the appellee stated she inter¬ 
posed no objection to the Florida divorce among other 
things. That the appellee could have defended this action 
in Florida by obtaining counsel and by requesting the 
Florida court to advance her expenses to contest this ac¬ 
tion, which she failed to do. (R. 123). 

The Court’s Findings of Fact as contained in paragraph 
10 is inconsistent with the testimony as shown in the tran¬ 
script. That the Court failed to show that the appellant 
did have intention of establishing a permanent domicile 
in the State of Florida on the strength of the evidence 
adduced at the trial. (R. 123-124). That the appellant filed 
income tax in the State of Florida; that he had a bank ac¬ 
count in Florida; that he was employed continuously in the 
State of Florida from about January 12, 1950, to June 14, 
1950: and that his temporary departure from the State of 
Florida to visit his mother in Michigan and his father in 
Kentucky; that he left his clothing and other personal be¬ 
longings in the State of Florida with the intention of re¬ 
turning to Florida after visits to his parents. The Court 
fails to show that the Korean war broke out about this time, 
June 25, 1950, while the appellant was en route to visiting 
his parents and that he returned to Andrews Field, Mary¬ 
land, where he was discharged on January 9, 1950, to re¬ 
enlist for active duty at Andrews Field; and that the ap¬ 
pellant did file an application for return to active duty 
about July, 1950, and that he was later called into service. 
(R. 159-160). That the appellant’s clothing and other per¬ 
sonal property have been, and still are at the present time, 
in Florida since about June 14, 1950. 
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That the Court failed to show in paragraph 11 of the 
Findings of Fact, that the evidence discloses that the ap¬ 
pellant made application to be restored to duty at Andrews 
Field, Maryland, about July, 1950; and that the appellant 
testified that he remained in Maryland awaiting immediate 
orders for return to active duty, which reason he gave 
for not returning to Florida at that time. (R. 159-160). 

That the Court should have made a finding in paragraph 
12 that the action should have been dismissed based on the 
ground that the appellee and the appellant were not resi¬ 
dents of the District of Columbia at the time this action 
was heard and judgment rendered thereon, as appellee 
resided in Tucson, Arizona, appellant in Maryland. That 
the Court erred in making a finding that the appellee in¬ 
tends to make the District her home when the facts war¬ 
rant otherwise, as indicated by the record. That the ap¬ 
pellee was for many years a resident and domiciled in Penn¬ 
sylvania up to and including April, 1949, and in 1952. 
That since April, 1949, she has resided in Alexandria,Vir¬ 
ginia; Oxon Hill, Maryland; District of Columbia; and 
from about December, 1951, to the present date she is a 
resident of Tucson, Arizona, and from all indications will 
remain there for a long time to come. That the appellee 

has never denounced Pennsvlvania as her home and the 

* 

Appellant's Exhibit Xo. 6 and 7 indicate that the appellee, 
as late as February and March, 1952, shows Pennsylvania 
to be her home. (R. 124). 

That the Court appears in error in surmising and specu¬ 
lating that the appellee intends to make the District of 
Columbia her permanent place of abode, and yet discounts 
the appellant’s contention that Florida is his home. 
(R. 124-125). 

As to the Court’s Conclusions of Law, the appellant 
takes exception to paragraph (1). The mere fact that 
another judge had determined the alimony and mainte¬ 
nance in a pendite lite motion, it does not necessarily 
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follow that the trial court should exercise jurisdiction over 
the case and that such determination should necessarily be¬ 
come the law of the case. (R. 125). The trial court, prior to 
trial, called attorneys for the appellee and appellant to the 
bench in an effort to determine if the amount of mainte¬ 
nance for the child could be agreed upon. Counsel for the 
appellant agreed on the sum of $80 per month for mainte¬ 
nance of the child, said offer was not agreeable to the attor¬ 
ney for the appellee. The lower court then had an opportu¬ 
nity to determine the approximate time it would take to try 
this case, and to the best recollection of the appellant’s 
attorney the Court was informed that it would take some 
time to try. The lower court could have then availed it¬ 
self of the cases already cited, and in particular, Simon v. 
Simon , 88 App. D. C. 180, that held the doctrine of “Formu 
Non Conveniens” was applicable and should be applied 
where non-residents attempt to file maintenance actions in 
the District Court; stating that such actions should not be 
encouraged, especially where relief could be had in the 
jurisdiction where they resided more expeditiously; and 
its being done in such a manner would not deprive the local 
courts in administering supervision over those cases which 
rightfully belong to the residents and citizens of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, in addition to over working the courts. 
In consideration of the fact that the public policy of the 
District does not require its courts to take jurisdiction of 
a matrimonial dispute between two persons who are neither 
domiciled in the District nor even residents thereof; espe¬ 
cially where there is no showing that the welfare of chil¬ 
dren, rights of property, or other public interests in the 
District are in any way affected. (Kraskin v. Kraskin , 70 
App. D. C. 85.) (Atkinson v. Atkinson , 65 App. D. C. 241.) 
To the contrary, it is much more consistent with public 
policy, under the circumstances of the present case, that 
there shall be no interference with the judgment of the 
Florida court, or attempt to mediate whatever difference 
there may be between these residents of Pennsylvania, 
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Maryland, and Florida. (Curley v. Curley , 74 App. D. C. 
163) (Melvin v. Melvin , 76 U. S. 56.) 

In Keerl v. Keerl, supra , 34 Md. 21, the Court of Appeals 
of Maryland held that where both husband and wife re¬ 
sided out of the state, the Court had no jurisdiction to 
award alimony. The Court then stated, “that to adopt 
such a doctrine would result in confusion, vexation and pos¬ 
sible injustice for the wife might then institute a proceed¬ 
ing for alimony in every state where her husband might 
have property and have it decreed a restitution of conjugal 
rights.” This is concurred in the case of Simon v. Simon , 
supra, 73 Fla. 919. The appellant feels that the Court 
erred as to paragraph (1) of the Conclusions of Law. 

The Court erred in paragraph (2) of the Conclusions of 
Law in stating that the appellee has the legal status to 
prosecute an action in this court for maintenance and sup¬ 
port as the wife of the appellant. The appellant feels that 
under the decisions in the cases of Curley v. Curley , 74 App. 
D. C. 163 and Melvin v. Melvin, 76 U. S. App. 56; the ap¬ 
pellee has no legal status to prosecute an action in this 
Court for maintenance and support, as the wife of the ap¬ 
pellant. The appellee admits receipt of the Complaint for 
divorced in the Florida Court some 40 days before termina¬ 
tion of said action and that the appellee could have ob¬ 
tained counsel to contest this action and cause appellant 
to defray all expenses in the defense of the Florida action. 
The appellee elected to write to the attorneys for the appel¬ 
lant in Florida and stated that she did not “interpose any 
objection to the divorce.” That if the appellee had any 
cause of action, the whole matter could be expeditiously 
tried in Prince Georges County, Ma'rlboro, Maryland, where 
both parties were residents, at the time this action was 
filed in the District of Columbia. 

The Court erred in paragraph (3) of the Conclusions 
of Law in holding that the Florida divorce decree was en¬ 
tered after proceedings in which the appellee, Dolores 
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Palmer Hopson, did not participate and was not given full 
opportunity to contest the jurisdictional issues. This is 
untrue as stated above, as the appellee was fully informed 
of the proceedings in Florida some 40 days before a decree 
was entered and that the appellee could have solicited the 
aid of the Florida court by writing the appellant to ad¬ 
vance her funds to defend the suit filed in Florida, the same 
as our courts appoint counsel to defend divorce action in 
protecting the interests of the defendant, presently before 
the court or a non-resident. The United States Constitu¬ 
tion, Article 4, Section 1, requires the United States Dis¬ 
trict Court for the District of Columbia to give full faith 
and credit to the judicial proceedings of the State of 
Florida, and therefore precludes this Court from sub¬ 
jecting said Florida divorce decree to collateral attack 
where the question of jurisdiction presents itself. 

The Court erred in merely stating that if the appellant 
went to the State of Florida in 1950 with the intent to go 
to school in that State, it does not in and of itself estab¬ 
lish a bona fide intent to establish a permanent domicile in 
the State of Florida. The appellant is inclined to agree 
with the Court if such condition alone was present, but 
coupled with the fact that the appellant did intend to at¬ 
tend school in Miami, Florida; did intend to make Florida 
his permanent home; did establish a home in Florida; did 
obtain a bona fide position in Florida; did file taxes in the 
State of Florida; did have a bank account in Florida; did 
leave most of his personal property in Florida, when he 
made a ^isit to Maryland, Michigan, Indiana, and Ken¬ 
tucky, which property is still in Florida; and lastly, that 
the appellant did not leave Maryland with the intent of 
obtaining a divorce in Florida as the evidence discloses 
that the appellant did not file his action for divorce until 
about April 25, 1950, when he was advised by the appellee 
that she refused to proceed with the Maryland divorce as 
planned. 
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The Court erred in holding that the appellant did not 
establish a permanent domicile in the State of Florida in 
1950, and the lower court further erred in stating that the 
Florida court did not have jurisdiction to grant the ap¬ 
pellant a decree of divorce and that said decree for divorce 
is invalid in the District of Columbia. The appellant an¬ 
swers paragraph (5) of the Conclusions of Law by stating 
that the answers and cases heretofore cited are self ex¬ 
planatory in overcoming the Court’s conclusions relative 
to this paragraph. That the Florida court must have and 
did take into consideration the appellant’s position in 
granting a divorce by findings that the appellant vras a resi¬ 
dent of that State for the alloted time required by law and 
that he was domiciled in that State according to law. That 
the lower court is not in the position to determine by specu¬ 
lation what prevailed in the mind of the jurist before whom 
the Florida divorce was decreed. 

That the Court erred in declaring that the appellee con¬ 
tinued to be the lawful wife of the appellant and that he 
has a legal obligation to maintain and support the appellee 
as well as their minor child. The appellant always con¬ 
tributed to the maintenance and support of the minor child 
in accordance with the amount prescribed in the Florida 
decree and with other court decrees, but the appellant de¬ 
nies that he has a legal obligation to maintain and sup¬ 
port the appellee as stated by the lower court, inasmuch 
as the appellant and appellee have never lived no co-habited 
together since the date of their marriage on October 27, 
194S. That the lower court is in error to declare the ap¬ 
pellee to be the lawful wife of the appellant, in view of the 
decree of divorce in Florida on June 13, 1950. 

In the case of Humphreys v. Humphreys , 139 Va. 146, 
the wife obtained a divorce in Reno, Nevada, from her 
husband and later married one Richard Hugh Strong. The 
husband filed suit for divorce in Virginia which suit was 
dismissed. The case was carried to the Supreme Court 
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of Appeals of the State of Virginia by the husband and 
assigned as error the action of the trial court in recog¬ 
nizing the Nevada decree on the ground that the Nevada 
court had never acquired jurisdiction of the wife. The 
Court said: 

“According to the weigher of authority, a foreign di¬ 
vorce obtained on constructive service in a state other than 
that of the matrimonial domicile should be recognized on 
the ground of comity • * * ” 

That full faith and credit would be given to the court 
record of the courts of Nevada. 

The appellant states that the Court erred in paragraph 
(6) of the Conclusions of Law wherein a judgment should 
be entered as aforesaid. The fact brought out during the 
trial indicate that since the Florida decree of June 13,1950, 
the appellant has remarried and was and still is living with 
his wife and a new-born child. This fact is an element 
which, as in the earlier case involving comity, may have 
been considered of some import and have been considered 
by the Court wherein the fact of remarriage was considered 
as an element. It is quite proper for the District of Co¬ 
lumbia to recognize the decree of the Florida court as a 
matter of comity, unless considerations of public policy 
forbids such recognition. (Davis v. Davis, supra, 68 App. 
D. C. 240.) In the present case w’e think the considerations 
clearly favor recognition. The purpose of the suit is to 
destroy the appellant’s remarriage by declaring the ap¬ 
pellee to be still the wife of the appellant. This action was 
brought by the appellee for revenge, hatred, and prejudice 
which are confirmed by the fact that she did not institute 
any proceedings in any court, in any jurisdiction, until 
the appellant had remarried. Under the circumstances of 
the case, we believe that it is more in the interest of public 
policy to validate the remarriage than to set it aside. 
(Atkinson v. Atkinson, 65 App. D. C. 241.) To set this 
remarriage aside would innure or cause considerable hard- 
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ship to innocent parties of which five persons would be in¬ 
volved. The second marriage would be declared void, the 
second child of no legal marriage, and the first marriage 
where there would be a wife and child involved without a 
husband and father. By holding the Florida decree valid 
none of the rights of parties would be impaired or injured 
as the second marriage would be valid and legal; the child 
of the second marriage would be legal with legal parents; 
and the first marriage would be dissolved, which was prac¬ 
tically dissolved at the date of their marriage in October 
27, 1948. That the appellee would not be injured in any 
form or manner and the child of the appellee and appel¬ 
lant would not lose any of its rights, as the child has never 
known a father, and in particular, the appellant. The 
majority of decisions favor recognition where there are 
children of second marriages over those cases where there 
are no children. It is humbly suggested that the lower 
court’s ruling be reversed on the grounds stated. 

CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that this is not a case where 
the interest of the District of Columbia are in any way 
affected and that the District Court should have refused 
to entertain jurisdiction of the martial difficulties of the 
parties hereto, and if the Court believes that the public 
policy of the District of Columbia required that it take 
jurisdiction that it should have held that the divorce 
granted in Florida was entitled to be reecognized, and that 
this action should be dismissed. 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted 
that the lower court erred in declaring the Florida decree to 
be invalid and in assuming jurisdiction to enter the judg¬ 
ment awarding maintenance to the appellee, since neither 
appellant nor appellee were either a resident of or domiciled 
in the District of Columbia at the time and date that this 
action was instituted. 




It is, therefore, respectfully submitted that the judgment 
appealed from should be reversed with directions to the 
trial court to dismiss the balance of the* complaint. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joseph D. DiLeo, 

Attorney for Appellant . 
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In The 


UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

For The District of Columbia 

No. 11,558 

Tasanilla Hopson, 

Appellant, 

v. 

Delores Palmer Hopson, 

Appellee. 

Appeal from the United States District Court for the 

District of Columbia 

JOINT APPENDIX 


6 PROCEEDINGS 

DANIEL C. BORDEN 

was called as a witness on behalf of the plaintiff and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Mr. Borden, now keep your voice up and face the 
Court, please. State your full name. A. Daniel C. Borden. 
Q. And where are you employed, Mr. Borden? 

7 A. I am employed by the Glass Manor Apartments. 
Q. And in what capacity are you employed? A. I 

am bookkeeper. 

Q. Do you keep the records of Glass Manor Apartments, 
the rentals and applications for rental? A. Yes. 
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Q. Were you subpoenaed to bring the records in this case 
involving Tass Hopson? A. I was. 

Q. Do you have them with you ? A. I do. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. I ask you what is this document? A. It is an appli¬ 
cation for an apartment made by Tass Hopson. 

«••••••••• 

The Court: Is this an application executed by the defend¬ 
ant? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

The Court: Does it bear the defendant’s signature? 

The Witness: Yes. 

• ••••♦•••ft 

8 The Court: Do you tender this exhibit in evidence ? 
Mr. Tausig: Yes, sir, I do. 

The Court: Mr. Clerk, will you mark the exhibit as 
Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1 for identification? 

Mr. Tausig: Will that serve for all the documents at¬ 
tached thereto. Your Honor? 

The Court: Yes, you may letter them A, B, C, and so on. 

9 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, will you tell the Court what is on this 
application? 

• ••••••••ft 

A. The size of the apartment desired, two bedroom; date 
of apartment to be taken, 7th of July; present address is 
Box 229 Murray, Kentucky; residence, this was left blank; 
present landlord, blank, present landlord was left blank; 
how long at present address, that was left blank. 

The Court: What year was this document executed? 
The Witness: The date on this application is July 7. 
The Court: What year? 

The Witness: There is no year on the application. How¬ 
ever, the apartment was rented by him on that same day, 
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and on oar lease which was executed between Tass Hopson 
and Glass Manor it was dated July 7, 1950, the same day 
this application was made. 

• ••••••••• 

10 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, I refer you to this exhibit marked 1-C 
and ask you to tell us what that is. A. I see it is a lease 
between Tass Hopson and the Glass Manor Apartments, 
this agreement made this 7th day of July, 1950, by and be¬ 
tween Glass Manor, Incorporated, party of the first part, 
called lessor, and Tass Hopson, called the lessee, and the 
rental of that apartment, which is $93.50. 

Q. What is the term of the lease? A. The term of the 
lease is for a 12-month period, commencing on the 12th of 
July. 

Q. 1950? 

• ••••••••• 

12 Q. Wliere is this property located, Mr. Borden? 
A. It is at the District Line, South Capitol Street. 

Q. That is considered Maryland, is it not? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. That is in Maryland? A. That is correct. 

• ••••••••• 

13 LIEUTENANT TASANILLA HOPSON 

was called as a witness on behalf of the plaintiff and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Lieutenant, state your full name, please. A. Tasa- 
nilla Hopson. 

Q. What is your occupation at the present time? A. I 
am presently in the Air Force. 

14 Q. As a flying officer? A. That is correct. 

• ••••••••• 
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Q. Now, directing your attention to the month of Octo¬ 
ber, 194S, where were you located at that time? A. Sta¬ 
tioned at Northwest Field, Guam. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Now, directing your attention to the 27th day of Octo¬ 
ber, 1948, did you on that day marry the plaintiff in this 
case? A. That is correct. 

Q. I show you this document and ask you to identify it. 
A. That is the certificate of marriage. 

• ••••••••• 

15 The Court: Are you offering this document in 
evidence? 

Mr. Tausig: I do, sir. 

The Court: It will be marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 2. 
(Thereupon, marriage certificate identified by witness 
was bv the Court received in evidence as Plaintiff’s Exhibit 
No. 2*) 

• •*••••••• 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, from October 27, 1948, from that time on how 
long did you live with the plaintiff in this case as man and 
wife? A. I did not live with the plaintiff. 

Q. You mean you did not cohabit with her? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. You had no sexual relations with her after the mar¬ 
riage, is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. I show you these documents and ask you to identify 
them. A. This is the divorce proceedings in Florida. 

Q. It is a suit you brought against the plaintiff in 

16 this case, is that right? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. That is the summons, is that right? A. That is 

correct. 

Q. Now, what is the document attached thereto? A. Bill 
of complaint. 

• •••••••at 
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Q. Now, I direct your attention to the second paragraph 
of that bill of complaint and ask you to read it to the Court. 

• ••••••••• 

17 A. It says the plaintiff and defendant were duly 
legally married on October 27, 1948 in the United 

States possession at Guam, and thereafter lived together as 
husband and wife until, to-wit, November 28,1948, at which 
time she returned to the United States. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Now, you swore to this complaint under oath, didn’t 
you? A. That is correct. 

• ••••••••• 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, I would like to ask you again, Lieuten- 

18 ant, did you live with this lady as man and wife after 
the marriage? A. I was living in the B.O.Q., which 

is the bachelor officers’ quarters. Dolores Hopson was liv¬ 
ing in the women’s compound. I did not live with Dolores 
Hopson. 

• ••••••••• 

19 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Did you have sexual relations with her? A. No. 

• ••••••••• 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Lieutenant, are you acquainted with Lieutenant "Wes¬ 
ley D. Kimball? A. That is correct. 

Q. How did you know him ? A. He was one of my room¬ 
mates in the B.O.Q. when we were stationed on Guam. 

Q. Will you describe this B.O.Q. you lived in? A. It was 
a Quonset approximately 30 feet wide and approximately 
60 feet long. 

Q. What kind of rooms did it have? A. There was one 
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section, or approximately one-third, that was partitioned 
off as a lounge or bar. 

Q. A common living room or bar? A. That is correct, 
and there was a hallway down the center of the other two- 
thirds with partitions on the side. 

Q. It was separated into bedrooms, is that right? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. How many bedrooms were there in the Quonset? 
A. Four. 

• ••••••••« 

20 Mr. Tausig: At this point, Your Honor, I would 
like to read to the Court the deposition of Kimball, 

and at the same time call it to the attention of the defend¬ 
ant in this case. 

The Court: Are you offering the deposition? 

Mr. Tausig: I am offering the deposition in evidence. 

• ••••••••• 

21 The Court: You may proceed, there being no ob¬ 
jection. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, I would like you to pay particular 
attention to this. This is the deposition of Wesley D. 
Kimball. 

“Question: What is your name? 

“Answer: Wesley D. Kimball. 

“Question: What is your occupation? 

“Answer: First Lieutenant, United States Air Force. 
“Question: Where are you stationed at the present time? 
“Answer: Williams Air Force Base, Chandler, Arizona. 
“Question: Were you on active duty in the Air Force on 
the 27th day of October, 1948? 

“Answer: Yes. 

“Question: Where were you stationed on that date? 
“Answer: Northwest Air Force Base, Guam, M. I. 
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“Question: On that date did you attend the 

22 wedding of Tasanilla Hopson and Miss Dolores 
Palmer? 

“Answer: Yes, I was best man. 

“Question: Did you attend the wedding reception? 

“Answer: Yes, the first part of the reception. 

“Question: Describe your living quarters on October 27, 
1948. 

“Answer: We had a Quonset hut which consisted of four 
bedrooms, bar and living room. 

“Question: Did Lieutenant Hopson occupy one of the 
bedrooms in your living quarters during the period imme¬ 
diately preceding and immediately after October 27, 1948? 

“Answer: Yes, the room adjoining mine. 

“Question: Are you able to state of your own personal 
knowledge whether Lieutenant Tasanilla Hopson and his 
wife, Mrs. Dolores Palmer Hopson, occupied Lieutenant 
Hopson’s bedroom on the night of October 27, 1948? 

“Answer: Yes, I am definitely sure of that. 

“Question: If the answer to the foregoing question is in 
the affirmative, explain how you happened to know that 
they occupied his bedroom together. 

“Answer: After leaving the reception, I returned back to 
work and came in sometime after midnight and there 

23 was a group of persons at the bar in the B.O.Q. at 
that time. I joined the party there for a while. At 

that time, Mrs. Hopson came and got a drink of water and 
then returned to Lieutenant Hopson’s bedroom and I re¬ 
tired shortly thereafter and I heard them talking before I 
went to sleep. I saw Mrs. Hopson in the living room short¬ 
ly before noon the next morning—close to noon—and they 
were having breakfast there together. At breakfast she 
was attired in the same housecoat that she had worn at 
midnight when she came out for water. 

“Question: Are you able to state of your own personal 
knowledge whether Lieutenant Hopson and Mrs. Hopson 
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spent nights together in his bedroom after October 27,1948? 

“Answer: No, I can’t state definitely. I have seen her 
going into his bedroom nights after that but I couldn’t 
state whether they spent succeeding nights together or not. 

“Question: If the answer to the foregoing question is in 
the affirmative, explain how you happen to know that they 
occupied his bedroom together.” And the answer is left 
blank. 

“Question: Beside the nights to which you have just re¬ 
ferred, are you able to state of your own personal 
knowledge whether Lieutenant and Mrs. Hopson 
24 were together in the community living room of your 
Quonset hut after October 27, 1948? 

“Answer: Yes, on several occasions, maybe after work 
and on several occasions different groups of persons in¬ 
cluding Mrs. Hopson played Liar’s Dice at the bar in the 
B.O.Q. in the community living room. I have seen them 
on several occasions, however, going to parties at the base 
club. I have seen them together in the community living 
room and I have taken them together to the movie in my 
jeep. 

“Question: If the answer to the foregoing question is in 
the affirmative, explain how you happen to have personal 
knowledge of that fact. 

“Answer: I frequented the community living room and 
observed them there together. 

“I swear that I have read the above and the foregoing 
and it is a true and correct statement of the answers that 
I made to the questions as put to me as an oral interroga¬ 
tory on this 21st day of December, 1951.” 

In view of that testimony, Lieutenant Hopson, do you 
deny that you and Mrs. Hopson occupied your bedroom on 
those nights? A. The first night for appearance, when we 
were married; on subsequent nights, no. 

Q. And had no sexual intercourse? A. No. 

• •••••••• 
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29 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Was the plaintiff in this case in October and 
November 1948 entitled to transportation back to the 
States on government allowance, at government expense? 
A. Yes. 

• ••••••••• 

30 Q. Now, you went out and instead of permitting 
her to take this trip at government expense, you 

paid her way personally, didn’t you? 

• ••••••••• 

The Witness: Yes. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. At your expense? A. Yes, that is correct. 

Q. Now, that was in November 1948, is that correct? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. When did you return to the States? A. The 9th of 
January. 

• ••••••••• 

31 Q. You knew where this plaintiff was, didn’t you, 
where the plaintiff was in the United States ? A. No. 

Q. She never told you where she was going? A. She 
told me she had a home in Philadelphia that she owned, 
and she had a sister there, and she also told me she had 
a former address in San Francisco, and she might go back 
there. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. You knew you could get in touch with her 

32 there, or through that address, didn’t you? A. Yes. 

• *•••••••• 

Q. Now, when you arrived back in the States in January 
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of 1949, did you mate any endeavor to get in touch with 
the plaintiff in this case? A. No. 

Q. Now, where were you ordered to go from Guam? A. 
Andrews Field. 

Q. In Maryland, right outside the District Line ? A. That 
is correct. 

Q. Now, did you know that the plaintiff was endeavoring 
to get in touch with you during this period? A. The first 
I was aware of it was, I believe it was when I received a 
telegram requesting that I come to Philadelphia to see her. 
Q. That was in February, wasn’t it ? A. I believe it was. 

§••••••••• 

34 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. When you went in the Service in World War II, 
in what year was that? A. May 27, 1942. 

Q. And where were you domiciled at that time? A. I 
was living in Murray, Kentucky. 

• ••••••••• 

37 Q. Now, did it come to your attention that the 
plaintiff did move down here in this neighborhood, 
metropolitan Washington? A. Yes. 

Q. And when was that, about April 1949? A. I don’t 
know when it was. I understood that she came down to 
visit some friends in Virginia. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you visited her in her apartment 
here, in her apartment in Alexandria, Virginia on several 
occasions after the baby was bom? A. I believe the first 
time I visited her was after she had gone in and talked to 
my Commanding Officer and informed him I wasn’t giving 
her any support, and he suggested I get in touch with her 
to try to get it settled. 

Q. Was that before the child was bom or after? A. That 
was after the child had been bom. 

Q. Is it your testimony that you didn’t know she was in 
the metropolitan Washington area prior to the time the 
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child was bom? A. I believe I did know she was in the 
Washington area. 

Q. And you knew her apartment, didn’t you? A. 
Yes. 

38 Q. You did know where she was? A. Yes. 

• ••••••••• 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, may I borrow the file again to 
read another deposition? 

Your Honor, I offer this deposition on written interroga¬ 
tories in evidence. 

The Court: Whose deposition is it? 

Mr. Tausig: Captain, or Major Ray G. Lawrence. 

• ••••••••• 

42 Mr. Tausig: All right, sir, thank you. 

Your Honor, I think there are some material things 
in here which he gives of his own personal knowledge, and 
I would like to read the questions and then read what I 
think is not hearsay. 

The Court: What you propose to offer in evidence? 

Mr. Tausig: Yes, what we propose to offer in evidence. 
The Court: Very well. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Lieutenant, will you pay attention to this, please: 
“Question: State your name and address. 

43 “Answer: Ray G. Lawrence, Major, CE, 0-52606, 
102-4 Fifth Street, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. 

“Question: What is your occupation? 

“Army officer on duty at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, as 
Assistant Post Engineer. 

“Question: Do you know the parties to this suit? 

“I am personally acquainted with Mrs. Dolores Palmer 
Hopson and know Mr. Tasanilla Hopson only through talk¬ 
ing to Mrs. Hopson. I have never seen Mr. Hopson, but I 
have carried on a conversation by telephone with him once. 
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“Question: How long have you known Mrs. Dolores Hop- 
son, the plaintiff? 

“I have known Mrs. Hopson since February 1949. 
“Where were you stationed in February 1949? 

“I was stationed at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, in February 
1949. 

• ••••••••• 

44 Mr. Tausig: Question 9: 

“What did you discover when you arrived in Philadel¬ 
phia?” 

And the answer is: 

45 “When we arrived in Philadelphia, we found Mrs. 
Hopson in a very depressed state of mind, nervous 

and undecided as to her future happiness. We stayed over¬ 
night, listening to her story and advised her to move to the 
Washington, D. C. area where a reconciliation with her 
husband might more easily be effected. Also, we offered 
to secure an apartment in our area where my wife could 
offer consolation and assist her in various household chores 
such as setting up housekeeping, marketing” — 

• ••••••••• 

Question 10: 

“Please state what you know about the separation of the 
parties from February 1949 to date.” I would just like to 
read part of the answer. He said: 

“At the time of her release”— that is referring to the re¬ 
lease from the hospital — “it was necessary for me, and 
not Mr. Hopson, to sign for her release. During the next 
four months, my wife and I were frequent visitors to Mrs. 
Hopson’s apartment and at no time did we see Mr. Hopson 
present.” 

Now, in connection with Question 11: 

“How did Mrs. Hopson support herself and her child 
during this time?” 
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46 I would like to read the pertinent part, which I 
think is not hearsay: 

“However, about 1 April 1949, Mrs. Hopson wrote to us 
from Philadelphia asking me to telephone Mr. Hopson who 
was then a Lieutenant in the Air Force at Andrews Field 
and plead with him to send her money as her funds were 
low and she was getting desperate. I made this call and 
several days later we received word from Mrs. Hopson that 
my call must have weakened him as he had sent her a little 
money.” 

• ••••••••• 

Mr. Tausig: That is all I would like to offer, Your Honor, 
of that deposition. 

The Court: There is no objection to those por- 

47 tions, Mr. DiLeo? 

Mr. DiLeo: Not to what he read. 

The Court: Very well, they will be admitted. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. I believe you testified, didn’t you before we started 
reading this deposition, that you knew she was here prior 
to the time the child was bora! A. I believe I did. 

Q. Were you notified of the birth of the child? A. The 
hospital called me and asked me to come over and sign the 
birth certificate. 

The Court: The what? 

The Witness: The birth certificate, to go to the hospital 
and sign the birth certificate. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

48 Q. Now, did you visit the child or the plaintiff in 
this case at that time? A. I believe I did. 

Q. How many times did you visit with them? A. I be¬ 
lieve one time. 

.Q How long was she there, do you know? A. I don’t 
know. 
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Q. Now, when the plaintiff and the child were ready to 
leave the hospital did you assist them in returning to the 
plaintiff’s apartment in Alexandria? A. No. 

• ••••••••• 

58 Q. After the plaintiff in this case left Guam, did 
you make any endeavor to have her come and live 

with you in the United States, or any other place? A. No. 

Q. Now, when you say that there was a mutual agreement 
that she would leave Guam, that was agreed to between 
you, in other words do you mean to tell the Court 

59 that it was with your approval that she leave, and 
not against your consent? A. I did not object. 

Q. Now, I refer you to this document which is— 

The Court: What is the exhibit number? 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. The exhibit number is for identification No. 3, Plain¬ 
tiff’s Exhibit 3, which you have identified as a copy of the 
bill of complaint in Florida which you filed, I ask you to 
read the entire paragraph 2 to the Court. 

• ••••••••• 


The Witness: That the plaintiff and defendant were duly 
and legally married on October 27, 1948, in the United 
States Possession at Guam and thereafter lived together 
as husband and wife until, to-wit, November 20,1948, 
60 at which time she returned to the United States. 

Plaintiff at that time a member of the United States 
Air Forces and he returned to the United States on, to-wit, 
January 2, 1949, and attempted to provide a residence for 
himself and defendant, but she refused to cohabit with 
him. The plaintiff has been at all times ready and willing 
to provide a home for the defendant but she has previously 
and still refuses to join him. 
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By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. That was a deliberate falsehood to the Florida Court, 
wasn’t it, in the light of the testimony you have just given? 


61 The Witness: No. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Didn’t you just testify that you made no effort to get 
this plaintiff to come and live with you? A. I believe my 
statement was that we had agreed— 

The Courrt: No, answer the question. Did you testify 
that you made no effort to have the plaintiff come and live 
with you? 

The Witness: What was the question? 

The Court: Mr. Reporter, read the question. 

(Pending question read.) 

The Witness: Yes. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Doesn’t paragraph 2 of the complaint say that you 
attempted to provide a residence for her, and then that she 
refused to cohabit with you, and that you were at all times 
ready, able and willing to provide a home for her? A. At 
the time she was living in Philadelphia, at the time I 
stopped by to see her she informed me at that time that 
she would not live with me. 

Q. Isn’t is a fact that she came down here to Wash- 

62 ington to be near you. A. I wasn’t aware of the fact 
that she came to Washington to be near me. 

Q. But the fact is that you never asked her to come and 
live with you, did you? A. I don’t remember specifically 
asking her. 

Q. Now, I believe your testimony this morning was that 
when you entered into the Service in World War II you 
were legally domiciled in Murray, Kentucky, is that correct? 

• ••••••••• 
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63 The Witness: I was living in Murray and attend¬ 
ing school at Murray State College at that time. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, at any time during your service in World War 
II and afterward, up to the time you went to Florida and 
obtained this divorce, let’s put it this way; up to the time 
you left the Service and you were relieved from duty at 
the end of World War II, had you changed your legal resi¬ 
dence from Murray, Kentucky? A. I had on my records 
a permanent address at Murray, Kentucky. 

Q. Now, when was it that you decided to go to Florida? 
A. When I was informed that I was getting out of the 
Service in January, 1950. 

Q. Now, when were you informed of that? A. I don’t 
remember exactly, in October. 

Q. October of 1949, and is it your testimony that at that 
time you made up your mind to go to Florida? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Now, what was your purpose, why did you intend to 
go to Florida at that time? A. My primary reason for 
going to Florida at that time was to attend school. 

Q. What school? A. University of Miami. 

64 Q. Now, did you carry out that primary purpose? 
A. No. 

Q. Why not? A. At the time I went to Florida I ap¬ 
plied for schooling under the G.I. Bill. 

Q. At the University of Miami? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Yes? A. And they informed me I would have to have 
a copy of my child’s birth certificate and a copy of my 
former wife’s divorce proceedings from her first marriage, 
and I wrote to my former wife at that time and requested 
that she send me the birth certificate and a certificate of 
the previous divorce, which she refused to do. She sent the 
birth certificate but said she didn’t have a copy of her first 
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divorce, and that she and her former husband were not on 
specially good terms and she didn’t want to ask him for it. 

Q. And that is the reason you didn’t get into the Miami 
University? A. That is correct. 

Q. Is that the reason you were not able to enter at Miami? 
A. I didn’t have sufficient funds to attend school unless I 
had gone in under the G.I. Bill. 

Q. I understand that, and it is your testimony then 

65 that you did not attend the University of Miami be¬ 
cause she would not get you these documents and 

you did not have the necessary funds? A. That was my 
understanding. 

Q. When did you go to Florida ? A. Around the first of 
January, 1950. 

Q. Now, can you fix it as to any specific date as to your 
arrival there? A. I think I arrived on the 9th or 10th of 
January. 

Q. When were you released from the Service here? A. 
The 9th. 

Q. And how did you get to Florida ? A. I drove. 

Q. You drove to Florida? A. That’s right. 

Q. Now, at the time you left the Service on January 9, 
1950, what did you give, or where did you give as your 
permanent address? A. All my records, I gave my sister’s 
address, Box 229, Murray, Kentucky, as my address where 
I could be reached if anyone wanted to send me anything 
then she could forward it to me when I found out where I 
was going to live in Miami. 

Q. I show you this document and ask you to identify it. 
The Court: Will you have the Clerk mark the document 
for identification? 

66 Mr. Tausig: Yes, sir, Plaintiff’s Exhibit for iden¬ 
tification. 

The Deputy Clerk of Court: Plaintiff’s Exhibit 4 for iden¬ 
tification. 

• #•«•##••• 
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By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Will you identify this document, Lieutenant? A. It 
appears to be the first copy of a specific order. 

Q. That is releasing you from the Service? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. And isn’t it on here, the date of January 9, 1950, that 
you gave your home address as Box 229, Murray, Ken¬ 
tucky? A. In getting orders— 

The Court: Just answer the question. 

The Witness: Sir, I did not give my address at that time 
as my home address. It was merelv taken from the records. 

•> V 

Mr. Tausig: I offer this document in evidence, Your 
Honor. 

Mr. Di Leo: No objection. Your Honor. 

• ••••••**• 


67 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, directing your attention again to Janu¬ 
ary 9,1950, did you have any other permanent address other 
than Murray, Kentucky? A. I always had my mother’s ad¬ 
dress in Wayne, Michigan. 

Q. Well, other than those two you didn’t have any perma¬ 
nent address? A. No. 

Q. Didn’t have any place you called home? A. No. 

Q. In other words, you had two places you called home, 
one in Murray, Kentucky, where your sister lived, and the 
other in Michigan where your mother lived. 

The Court: What is the answer? 

The Witness: Yes. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. You left the District on January 9, 1950, is that cor¬ 
rect? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you went directly to Florida? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. 4 And how long did you stay in the State of 
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Florida? Until the divorce was obtained? A. Until June 
13th. 

Q. You staved there the entire time, is that right? A. 
Yes. 

Q. That is from the time you left here until June 13th 
when the divorce was granted? A. Yes. 

Q. And you left on June 13th, is that correct? A. That 
is correct. 

• •••*••••• 

69 Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you— 

The Court: Have the Clerk mark it for identifica¬ 
tion. 

Mr. Tausig: Please, this is Plaintiff’s Exhibit for iden¬ 
tification. 

The Deputy Clerk of Court: Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 5 
for identification. 

(The document referred to was marked Plaintiff’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 5 for idenification.) 

Mr. Di Leo: No objection, may it please the Court. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you this letter and this enve¬ 
lope and ask you whether this is your writing and whether 

vou wrote it. 

* 

The Court: Is it your writing? 

The Witness: Yes, sir, it is. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. And is this the envelope you sent that letter in? A. 
I believe it is. 

Q. This letter, then, was sent, it bears postmark Febru¬ 
ary 16, 1950, from Eloise, Michigan, is that correct? 

Mr. Di Leo: If the Court please, I object to that. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Is that correct? A. That is correct. 
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Q. So it isn’t true you went from here on January 9 
directly to Florida and remained there until June 

70 19, 1950, the date the decree was handed down? A. 
I went to Florida from Washington and remained 

in Florida until after my divorce. 

Q. You weren’t in Michigan? A. I was not in Michigan. 
Q. Who sent this letter? A. That letter was mailed to 
my mother. I asked her to mail it. 

Q. I ask you to read this letter to the Court. 

The Court: Are you offering this letter in evidence? 

Mr. Tausig: I offer the letter in evidence. 

• ••••••••• 

71 The Court: I will allow Plaintiff’s Exhibit 5 in 
evidence. It is not necessary for the witness to read 

the letter. 

Q. Would you refresh your recollection by reading this 
paragraph? 

• ••#•••••• 

72 Now, does this refresh your recollection that you 
requested the plaintiff in this case to send you a 

photostated copy of your first divorce and a copy of the 
baby’s birth certificate, and a copy of the marriage license 
so that you might proceed with your thought, as you ex¬ 
pressed it, of starting to school on a G.I. Bill? 

• ••••••••• 

Q. You made the request at that time? A. Yes. 

• ••••••••• 

73 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. I show you this letter and ask you whether this 
is in vour handwriting, and whether you wrote it. 
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The Court: This is Plaintiff’s Exhibit 6 for identifica¬ 
tion? 

Mr. Tausig: Yes. 

The Court: Very Well. 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. And this is the envelope you sent it in? A. I believe 
it is. 

Q. Is this the first address you took up when you went 
to Florida? 


• ••••••••• 

The Witness: I don’t remember the address, the specific 
address. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. What was the first address you took up, was it a hotel, 
apartment or house? A. It was a house. 

Q. A house, so this couldn’t have been the first address 
then because this says “Apartment No. 3,” doesn’t it? A. 
That is correct. 

Q. How long were you staying that house? A. I 
74 was living with my brother and sister-in-law at the 
time. 

Q. It was their house? A. Yes. 

Q. Then they moved out and you moved to this apart¬ 
ment ? A. No, they moved and I moved with them. 

• ••••••••• 


By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. So this address was your brother and sister-in-law’s 
address, is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I ask you if it isn’t a fact that you stated in this letter 
of March 13, postmarked March 14th, in Florida, “should 
have given you my address in Miami when I wrote you. I 
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was onlv in Wavne for a short visit.” Didn’t vou write 
• • • 

that? Isn't that in this letter? A. I wrote that. 


75 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Was this statement untrue? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, was your mother ill during this period? A. At 
that specific time? 

Q. Yes. A. I believe she was. 

Q. What was the nature of her illness? A. I don’t re¬ 
member. 

Q. Well, was she seriously ill? A. Not too seriously. 

Q. And isn’t it a fact that you stated in this letter that 
she was quite ill and that is why you "went to Michigan? 

• ••••••••• 


The Witness: Yes. 


Q. Now, I ask you whether this letter doesn’t say, “I 
can’t get into school until fall,” and then to “send the 
photostats. I will need them in my claim I might make 
concerning the G.I. Bill, that is, if I make any claim.” A. I 
believe that is photostat. 

76 Q. You mean that there isn’t any ‘s” on the end 
of it? A. That is correct. 

Q. Is it your testimony that she only sent one photo¬ 
stat? A. She didn’t send the photostat that I requested 
of her previous divorce. 

Q. Xow, you did request the photostat of her previous 
divorce, a copy of the birth certificate, and a copy of the 
marriage certificate, isn’t that right? A. That is correct. 

Q. And it is your testimony that she sent the marriage 
certificate and the birth certificate, or photostats of them, 
is that correct? A. I believe so. 

Q. Then there would not be anv reason for vou to write 
• • • 
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“photostat” in here, would there?? A. There is an “s”. 
I believe that is merely photostat. 

Q. But you did receive two photostats, didn’t you ? A. I 
stated I did not receive the one of her divorce. I did re¬ 
ceive the one of the birth certificate. 

Q. What about the marriage certificate? A. I don’t re¬ 
member whether she sent it, or whether I already had one. 

Q. Didn’t your letter state on February 16th that 

77 you requested her to send three documents? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. And they were the marriage certificate, two of them 
were the marriage certificate and the birth certificate. 
Would you like to refresh your memory on that? A. Yes, 
sir, that is correct. 

Q. So there would not be any reason for you to ask for 
a copy of the marriage certificate if you had one, would 
there? A. No. 

Q. Now, assuming that she only sent two certificates, 
isn’t it a fact that even if she didn’t, I am assuming now 
that she didn’t send the divorce certificate, or even if she 
had, you couldn’t have gotten into school until the fall? A. 
At the time I first applied, which was in January, I got some 
of the forms of the Veterans Department. 

Mr. Di Leo: Keep your hand away from your mouth. 

The witness: If I could have gotten the forms back im¬ 
mediately I could have possibly started to school in the 
spring. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. The first request was written on February 16th, 
wasn’t it? This was your first request wasn’t it? A. I 
believe it was. 

Q. This is the letter which you delayed getting to her, 
according to your testimony, by sending it to Michigan and 
then having your mother send it on, is that right? 

78 A. That is right. 
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Q. So in other words the delay, np to the date 
this was sent, was caused by you, according to your testi¬ 
mony, isn’t that right? A. The delay would not have pre¬ 
vented my attending school if I had received the certificates. 

Q. Xow, in immediate response to this letter of Febru¬ 
ary 16th, didn’t the plaintiff in this case write to you? A. I 
don’t remember whether it was immediate, or not. 

Q. Will you let me put it this way; up until what date 
if you had had these documents could you have gotten into 
the University of Miami? A. I don’t remember. 

Q. Was it March 15 or March 1st? A. At the time I 
applied at the Veterans Administration for education under 
the G.I. Bill they informed me if I could get the papers 
back immediately or within a reasonable length of time 
they would do everything they could to get me through in 
the spring or summer semester. 

Q. Now, did the plaintiff in this case—did you receive 
a letter from the plaintiff in this case between February 
16,1950, and the time you wrote this letter March 14, 1950? 
A. I dont’ remember. 

Q. Well, now, in this letter you say this, is the 

79 photostats, or stat, as the case may be, didn’t she 
send you something? 

• ••••••••• 

80 The Witness: Yes, she did send me something. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. What did she send you? A. A birth certificate. 

Q. What else? A. I don’t remember whether she sent 
the marriage certificate, or not. 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, try to refresh your memory here, if 
this word is “photostat” as you claim, in the singular, 
would you have referred to “photostat” by saying “I will 
need them in any claim I might make?” 

• ••••••••• 
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The witness: No. 

• ••••••••• 

81 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, I refer you to the last part of this letter— 
The Court: Is this Plaintiff’s Exhibit 6? 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. No. 6, and I ask whether you didn’t state in here, “If 
it is agreeable I will file for divorce as soon as my legal 
residency has been established.” A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, do you have any recollection of when you re¬ 
ceived whatever you did receive from the plaintiff between 
February 16 and March 13, when it was received? A. I 
don’t remember the date. 

Q. Approximately the date? A. No. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that she sent these documents to the 
address you had given her in Wayne, and that your mother 
sent them on to you? A. I don’t remember where I re¬ 
ceived them from. 


Mr. Tausig: I offer in evidence Plaintiff’s Exhibit 6, 
Your Honor. That is 5, this is 6. 


83 (Letter dated March 13 was by the Court received 
in evidence as Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 6.) 

• ••••••••• 

86 By Mr Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, did you seek employment 
while you were in Florida? A. I did. 

Q. What kind of employment did you obtain? A. I was 
a life guard at the Surf Club. 
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Q. And did your employment continue up to the day you 
left? A. No. 

Q. How long did it continue? A. It continued until just 
a short time after Easter. 

Q. Then you got another job? A. Not at that time. 

Q. Well, did you get another job in Florida prior to the 
time vou left on June 13th? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, I refer you to your sworn answer 
to the complaint in this case— 

Is this the answer to the complaint in this case which 
vou signed and swore to under oath? A. I believe 

87 it is. 

Now, isn’t it a fact that in the first paragraph of 
this answer you say: 

“Now comes the defendant, Tasanilla Hopson, and in 
answer to the complaint states unto this Honorable Court 
as follows: 

“1. He admits the allegation of citizenship of the plain¬ 
tiff, but denies that she is his wife, as he obtained a divorce 
in Florida on June 13,1950, while he was employed there.” 
Isn’t that what the answer states? A. That is what it 
states. 

Q. Now, that statement is untrue, is that correct? 

#••••••#•• 

The Witness: The Surf Club is a seasonal job and nor¬ 
mally it closes after Easter, but the man that hired me asked 
me if I would continue on a little longer because some 

88 of the members were staying around, and I was still 
employed there until I don’t remember exactly what 

date it was. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Well, do you want to change your testimony now that 
you continued to be employed in Florida after Easter? 
A. Yes, sometime after Easter, I don’t remember how 
long. It was up to and including some time in June. 
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Q. June 15th? A. I don’t remember whether—on the 
13th was the day I went to court. 

Q. That was the day you got the divorce decree wasn’t 
it? A. That is correct. 

Q. Were you employed up to the day before that? A. 
Yes. 

Q. So you do change your testimony that you lost your 
employment at Eastertime? A. I didn’t say I lost my em¬ 
ployment at Eastertime; I said I worked until after Easter, 
when the season normally closes. 

Q. Now, I refer you to a document in the file here and 
ask you whether this is not the answer to the document 
known as a “Motion for Maintenance and Court Costs 
including Counsel Fees Pendente Lite” that you 

89 signed and swore to under oath. A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, isn’t it a fact that you state in here, in 
paragraph 4, that you returned to the State of Maryland 
due to the fact that your position terminated? A. That 
is correct. 

Q. Now, it had not terminated on June 12, had it? A. 
Yes, well, approximately that time. 

Q. Now, you just told me, Lieutenant, that it had not 
terminated until the day before the divorce decree. Do 
you wish to change that testimony? A. I don’t remember 
the exact time. 

Q. Did you look around for another job when this termi¬ 
nated? A. No. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, you obtained this divorce decree on June 13, 
1950, is that right? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like this document marked for 

90 identification Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 7. 

Mr. Di Leo: No objection, may it please the Court. 

(Final divorce decree was marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit 
No. 7 for identification.) 
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By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. I show you this document, Lieutenant, and ask you 
whether you can identify it. A. It is the final decree of 
divorce. 

Q. In Florida ? A. That is correct. 

Q. I show you the back of it and ask you if it is certified 
as a true copy by the Clerk of the Court. A. That is 
correct. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to introduce this in evidence. 

The Court: It will be admitted. 

(Florida divorce decree was by the Court admitted in 
evidence as Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 7.) 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, this document shows that you were divorced 
on June 13, 1950. Now, you left Florida on that date, 
didn’t you? A. That is correct. 

Q. Where did you come to? A. Washington, D. C. 

Q. You returned to the District of Columbia? A. 
Yes. 

91 Q. Now, what was your purpose in returning to 
the District of Columbia? A. Lieutenant Schaeffer, 
who was at the time Wing Adjutant at Andrews Field, owed 
me $75 which I had loaned him approximately a year before 
that. I had written Lieutenant Schaeffer numerous times 
requesting that he repay the $75. I was on my way to 
Kentucky, so I stopped, I drove by Washington so see if I 
could get the $75 from Lieutenant Schaffer. 

Q. Was that your only purpose in coming here? A. Well, 
and to see some people that I knew at Andrews Field, and 
see my former C. 0., Captain Stowe. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you returned to the District of 
Columbia to make plans to marry Mrs. Neiman? A. No. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you did marry Mrs. Neiman? 
within a week thereafter or two weeks thereafter? A. I 
married Mrs. Neiman on the 25th of June. 
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Q. 1950. A. Yes. 

Q. In other words, 12 days after the divorce decree was 
obtained? A. That is correct. 

• ••••••••• 

105 Thereupon— 

TASANILLA R. HOPSON, 

heretofore called as a witness on behalf of the plaintiff, 
being recalled, was examined and testified further as 
follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION (Continued) 

• •••••*••• 

106 Q. Now, when you first consulted the attorney in 
Florida what did you tell him your grounds were for 

getting a divorce ? 

• ••••••••• 

The Witness: I explained to the attorney that I talked 
to the situation from the beginning to end. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you suggested to him that you had 
grounds for divorce for mental cruelty? A. I explained 
the situation from the beginning to the end; I don’t re¬ 
member the exact discussion as far as minute details are 
concerned. 

107 Q. Isn’t it a fact in the beginning that there was 
no idea in vour mind that you had a suit for divorce 

on the ground of desertion? A. I don’t know anything 
about that. The only thing I did was to explain to the at¬ 
torney the situation. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you knew the suit for divorce on 
the ground of desertion was a sham and a pretense? A. It 
was not. 
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Q. It was not? Isn’t it a fact, Lieutenant, that you 
begged this plaintiff to consent to a divorce? A. I did not 
beg her. 

Q. Didn’t you plead with her? A. No. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to have these marked for ex¬ 
hibit purposes, please. They are in the order of dates, I 
believe. 

The Deputy Clerk of Court: Letters marked Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 for identification. 

(The letters referred to were marked Plaintiff’s Ex¬ 
hibits Nos. S, 9, 10, 11 and 12, for identification.) 

108 Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you this letter and 
envelope and ask you if that is in your handwriting. 
The Court: What is the identifying exhibit number? 

Mr. Tausig: No. 8. 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 


109 Q. Now, I show you this letter and ask you if you 
didn’t say in this letter, “I hope for your sake and 

mine you won’t contest the divorce? A. That is correct. 
The Court: What is the date of this exhibit? 

Mr. Tausig: March 23rd. The letter is dated, postmarked 
March 24th, 1950, sir. I would like to offer this in evidehce. 

The Court: It may be admitted. 

• ***•*#••• 

By Mr. Tausig: 

110 Q. Now, in connection with Plaintiff’s Exhibit 9, 
I will ask you whether this is in your handwriting 

and whether you mailed this letter. A. It is. 

Q. And the date on this letter is March 31? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. 1950. Now, isn’t it a fact that you say here that “My 


filing for divorce on April 16th isn’t a deadline. You have 
30 days to contest it if you desire. I’ve paid the lawyer 
one half the total fee. If I discontinue proceedings now I 
lose that amount. The lawyer knows everything. The 
grounds will be mental cruelty w’ith the minimum explana¬ 
tion and publicity.” 

Is that what the letter savsf A. That is what the letter 
says. 

Mr. Tausig: I should like to have Plaintiff’s Exhibit 9 
for identification now T in evidence, sir. 

The Court: It will be admitted. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you this letter dated April 

6 and ask you whether that is in your handwriting 

111 and whether vou wrote it. A. It is. 

•> 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that this letter says— 

The Court: What exhibit is this? 

Mr. Tausig: Excuse me. This is No. 10, sir, for identifi¬ 
cation. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. “I didn’t w^ant to do all the things I did. It seems 
that each time I started to do something I could think of 
nothing except being free. My freedom warped each 
thought I had about you and Dewane.” 

And then continuing: 

“You have almost convinced me that there is nothing 
good or decent left in me. Please give me this one chance 
to find out for myself. Give me this divorce. Let me find 
out if my actions and resentfulness w’as based on a forced 
marriage. 

“If I don’t get this divorce I’ll go on doing things I never 
want to do, things that I’ll be sorrv for the rest of mv life. 

“I know you w'ill never forgive me for the things I’ve 
done. Even your heart isn’t that big.” 
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Does the letter say that f A. that is what the letter says. 
Q. Now, does it also say: 

112 “A Florida divorce is just as valid as any other 
State. You can have a lawyer down here represent 
you. Everything can be worked out without any resentful¬ 
ness. Your lawyer’s fee would be approximately $25 to $50. 
That I’ll pay.” 

Does the letter say that? A. Yes. 

Q. Doesn’t the letter also say: 

“I can’t stop now. When I paid the lawyer, I signed an 
agreement.” 

A. That’s right. 

Mr. Tausig: I ask that this letter, Plaintiff’s Exhibit 10, 
be admitted in evidence, sir. 

The Court: It will be admitted. 


113 Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Lieutenant, I ask you w’hether this letter of 
April 25th and this envelope which is marked Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit 11 for identification is in your handwriting. A. 
It is. 

Q. You mailed this letter to the plaintiff in this case? 
A. Yes. 

Q. I notice on this letter you have a new address in 
Miami, 577 N.E. 62nd Street, Miami, Florida, Apartment 
No. 3. When did you move there? A. I don’t remember 
the date. 

Q. Well, did you move there with your brother and his 
wife? A. I did. 

Q. They moved again and you moved with them, is that 
right? A. Yes. 

• *•••••••• 

116 By Mr. Tausig: 

• ••••••••• 
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Q. I understand that you were there, according to your 
testimony, from January 9 to June 13, with the in- 

117 tent to make that your permanent residence, is that 
right? A. That is correct. 

Q. Where was your car registered during that period? 
A. I believe it was registered in the State of Michigan. 

Q. And you never got Florida license plates, did you? A. 
that is correct. 

Q. Did you ever join any churches down there? A. No. 
Q. Any clubs? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever vote down there? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever register to vote down there? A. No. 

• ••••••••• 

118 Q. Now, did you ever open up a bank account in 
the State of Florida? A. I did. 

• ••••••••• 

119 Q. How long did you keep the bank account open? 
A. As long as I was in Florida. 

Q. In other words, you closed it out the day you left 
Florida, is that right? A. I drew out the money to make 
the trip back. 

Q. Back here; there was no money left in the account, 
was there? A. That is correct. 

*••••••••• 

120 Q. Just so we will understand each other, while 

121 you were in Florida did you have a checking ac¬ 
count in the Bank of Murray, Kentucky? A. No. 

Q. When did you close that account? A. I don’t re¬ 
member. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Isn’t it a fact, Lieutenant, that you deposited or had 
deposited for you money in this bank of Murray, Kentucky, 
all the time you were in the Sendee until you left the Serv¬ 
ice on January 9,1950? A. No. 
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Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you this document and ask 
you what that is? 

• ***•••••• 

122 (Document entitled ‘ ‘ Allotment Discontinuance’ ’ was 
marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 13 for identification.) 

*•#*•••••• 

Q. Does that document refresh your memory that you 
had $100 a month deposited as an allotment from your pay 
as a First Lieutenant in the Air Force, deposited in the 
Bank of Murray, Kentucky, from November 1949 to Janu¬ 
ary, 1950? A. I don't remember. 

123 Q. Do you deny that, sir? A. I said I don’t re¬ 
member. 

Q. I am asking you another question, do you deny it? 
A. No, I don’t deny it. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact, Lieutenant, that that is exactly what 
happened? A. I don’t remember. 

Q. This doesn’t refresh your memory at all? A. No, 
it doesn’t. 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, where did you file your income tax 
return for the year 1950? A. In the State of Florida. 

Q. In the State of Florida? A. That is correct. 

Q. And what address did you give on that? A. My 
Florida address. 

Q. And what was your Florida address? A. I don’t 
remember. 

Q. When did you file your 1950 return? A. I don’t 
remember the date. 

Q. Wasn’t it March 15,1951, or sometime early in March, 
1951? A. No. 

Q. When did you file it? A. I filed it at the appropriate 
time. 

124 Q. And that was in the first part of the year 1951 
is that right? A. That is correct. 

Q. * * # do I gather correctly from these pleadings 
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you swore to under oatli that you abandoned that intent 
to return to Florida? A. After the decree and the war 
started I did. 

Q. When was that? A. The 25th of June, 1950. 

*••••••••• 

125 Q. Now, do I understand correctly that when you 
left Florida on June 13th you returned immediately 

to the District of Columbia ? A. That is correct. 

Q. And how long did you remain here? A. Approxi¬ 
mately a week or ten davs. 

• * 

126 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. And where did you go from here? A. You 
mean from the District? 

Q. Yes. A. I went to Indiana. 

Q. What was your purpose in going to Indiana? A. To 
get married. 

Q. And when were you married there? A. The 25th of 
June. 

Q. Now, I assume you had to make an application for a 
marriage certificate there, didn’t you? A. That’s right. 

*#••#••••• 

127 Q. And did the marriage certificate ask you to state 
your home? A. I don’t remember what the applica¬ 
tion said. 

• ••#•*•••• 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to have this marked for iden¬ 
tification Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 14, I believe, and 

128 this is the envelope it came in. I would like to have 
that marked as part of the same exhibit, 14-A. 

(Document entitled ‘‘Application for Marriage License” 
was marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 14 for identification, and 
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envelope postmarked Indianapolis, Indiana, November 22, 
1950, was marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 14-A for identifica¬ 
tion.) 

*••••••••• 

Q. Is that the application you executed in Indiana ? A. I 
believe it is. 

Q. And you executed this on the 23rd of June, 1950? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. Isn’t it true that in this application you give your 
present residence as Murray, Kentucky? A. I did. 

Q. And this is when you claim you were domiciled in 
Florida, is that right? A. That is correct. 

129 Q. Now, Lieutenant, refreshing your memory a 
little bit about vesterdav’s testimony, didn’t vou 

testify that you had lost your job as a swimming instruc¬ 
tor, or life guard, in Florida sometime prior to June 13? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. Now isn’t it a fact that here you were saying your 
present occupation is swimming instructor? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. In answer to question 21 didn’t you say that this was 
your first marriage? A. I did. 

Q. And, therefore, you left blank the following questions 
regarding how many times you had been married, and has 
such prior marriage been dissolved, whether you had any 
children and whether there was any court order for the 
support of those children? A. That is correct. 

Q. And you left blank the answer to the question, “Are 
you supporting them and are you complying with all court 
orders issued for their support? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, after you got married on June 23rd, on the day 
you got married what was your intention then regarding 
going to Florida? A. I was married on June 25th. 

130 Q. I see. A. My intention before my marriage 
and during my marriage was to return to Florida 


37 


after visiting my parents in Wayne, Michigan, and my 
sister and brother-in-law in Kentucky. 

Q. You weren’t coming back to the District? A. We 
were coming back through the District and then go to 
Florida. 

Q. But here in the District just for a temporary stop¬ 
over? A. That is correct. 

Q. Why were you coming back here? A. My wife was 
on leave of absence; naturally she would have to terminate 
her job and give notice. 

Q. And then, as I understand it, she was going to leave, 
is that right, with you? A. That is correct. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that when they asked you for your new 
address that you gave 139 Joliet Street, Washington, D. C.? 
A. That is the address that I gave. 

Q. And that was on the 25th of June, 1950? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. And that was before you had any knowledge of the 
Korean War, isn’t that true? A. That is correct. 
131 Q. And you swore to this application under oath? 

A. I don’t believe I swore to it under oath; I don’t 
remember. 

Q. I ask you to refresh your memory by looking at this 
which states, “State of Indiana, Marion County, ss: The 
undersigned Tass Hopson deposes and says that he has 
personal knowledge of the facts above stated and that they 
and each of them are true. Signed Tass Hopson. Sub¬ 
scribed and sworn to before me this 23rd day of June, 1950, 
A. Jack Tilson, Clerk, Marion County Circuit Court.” 

Does that refresh your memory? A. That is what it 
says. 

• «•••••••• 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to offer this in evidence if the 
Court please, Plaintiff’s Exhibits 14 and 14-A. 

Mr. Di Leo: No objection. 

The Court: The exhibit will be admitted in evidence. 
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(Marriage certificate and letter from Circuit Court, In¬ 
dianapolis, Indiana, dated November 22, 1950, were re¬ 
ceived by the Court in evidence as Plaintiff’s Exhibits Nos. 
14 and 14-A.) 

• ••••••••• 

132 Q. Now, Lieutenant, when you came back to the 
District of Columbia it was on or about July 7, isn’t 

that right, 1950? A. That is correct. 

Q. And isn’t it a fact that you immediately made applica¬ 
tion to lease a two-room apartment, sir, at Glass 

133 Manor? A. That is correct. 

Q. And you signed a lease for a year? A. That 

is right. 

Q. When did you make application to go back in the 
Service? A. Approximately July, the following week after 
I got back from Wayne, Michigan. 

Q. It wasn’t in November? A. No. 

Q. Or any later date? A. No. 

Q. Now, in this Florida divorce action, did the plaintiff 
here appear in that action? A. No, she did not. 

Q. Was she represented by an attorney of her own selec¬ 
tion there? A. No, she was not. 

Q. Was she served personally in the State of Florida? 
A. No, she was not. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to offer this document Plaintiff’s 
exhibit 15 for identfieation. 

Mr. Di Leo: I have no objection. 

(Photostatic copy of notice by publication in the Circuit 
Court for Dade County, Florida, was marked Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit No. 15 for identification.) 

135 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. When you left Indiana, excuse me, the District 
of Columbia, after you returned from Florida, did you go 
directly to Indiana? A. That is correct. 
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136 Q. And did the lady you married there go with 
you? A. That is correct. 

Q. So actually you came back here to pick her up to go 
out there, isn’t that true? A. That is not true. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Was your sole purpose in coming back here to collect 
$75? A. That was the primary purpose in returning to 
the District of Columbia before going to Kentucky. 

Q. When did you and the lady whom you entered into a 
marriage ceremony with in Indiana, decide to get married? 
A. Approximately a week after I came back from Florida. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that she visited you twice in Florida? 
A. No. 

Q. Was she there twice in Florida while you were there ? 
A. No. 

137 Q. How many times? A. I believe she was in 
Florida one time while I was there. 

Q. For how long? A. I don’t know. 

Q. Didn’t you see her while she was there? A. I did. 

• ••••••••• 

139 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Lieutenant, as I understand your testimony it 
is that it is your claim that you had an intent to remain in 
Florida permanently which has only been temporarily in¬ 
terrupted to return to active duty, that all during this time 
you considered Florida your permanent home, is that 
right? A. I consider my permanent home where I am at 
the present time when I am in the Air Force. 

Q. Let’s talk about your legal residence. Where is your 
legal residence? A. For the time being it is 4920 Deal 
Drive, Oxon Hill, Maryland. 

Q. Lieutenant, in answer to my question as to where you 
had your car registered, I think you said, I believe, it is 
Michigan. Are you absolutely sure about that? A. You 
were referring to my car in Florida? 
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Q. The car you had in Florida and the car you have now. 
A. The car I have now is registered in Virginia. 

Q. And what kind of a car is that. A. A ’51 Buick. 

Q. Is it the same one you had in Florida? A. It is not. 

• ••••••••• 

140 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. When did you get this car? A. In October of 
>51. 

Q. October of ’51. Isn’t it a fact that up through March, 
1952, this same car which you had in Florida, and which 
you still owned, was registered in the State of Michigan? 
A. That is correct, I believe it is. 

«••••••••• 

143 Q. So in other words, while you were claiming 
permanent residence in the State of Florida you had 
your car registered in the State of Michigan, is that correct? 
A. That is correct. 

• ••••••••• 

146 By Mr. Tausig: 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Did you go back in the Air Force? A. I did. 

Q. Now, did you have to take a physical for the 

147 Air Force? A. I did. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to have these marked for iden¬ 
tification Plaintiff’s Exhibit 18. 

• ••••••••• 

148 The Court: The exhibit wull be admitted. 

• ••••••••• 

(Document, report of medical examination, was marked 
Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 18 for identification.) 

• ••••••••• 
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Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you these documents, all 
part of one, and ask you to read this and ask whether that 
refreshes your memory? Do you identify this document? 
A. I believe it is a report of medical examination. 

Q. What is the date on there? A. 16 January 1951. 

Q. Now, isn’t this the medical examination you took at 
the time you were recalled to the Service? A. No, 

149 it isn’t. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. What was the purpose of this examination? A. It 
was for the National Guard. 

• «•••••••• 

Q. I call your attention to the statement in paragraph 
5 of this examination where is says “Purpose of examina¬ 
tion; appointment, recalled to active duty.” Does that 
refresh your memory that this examination was taken for 
the purpose of being recalled to active duty in the Air 
Force ? A. The National Guard was being activated by the 
Air Force, and I was a reserve in the Air Force at 

150 the time with provost marshal experience. I made 
application in the Air Force and they asked me to 

go to Andrews Field and take a physical examination which 
I did on the 16th of January, 1951. 

Q. You gave the information on here regarding your own 
personal name, sex and so forth, didn’t you. I mean when 
you were born, where you lived, and so forth; that informa¬ 
tion came from you, didn’t it? A. That’s right. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you told whoever the examining 
officer was that you had no children- A. It is not. 

Q. It is what? 

The Witness: I didn’t tell him I had no children. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that this question about children is 
left blank ? A. That is blank. 





42 


Q. Now, is it your testimony that you told them you had 
a child but they didn't fill it in? A. I filled out the appli¬ 
cation mvself. 

Q. So in other words you were to fill out whether you 
had children or not, and you failed to state whether you 
had a child, is that right? A. That is right. 

• ••••••••• 

151 Mr. Tausig: I would like to offer this document in 
evidence, Your Honor. 

The Court: It will be admitted. 

• ••••••••• 

155 Q. I show you this affidavit of the plaintiff in 
support of the motion for maintenance pendente lite 
in which she swore under oath that defendant has made 
no contribution for her support nor for the support of her 
minor child since November, 1949, other than three pay¬ 
ments amounting to $95. Does that refresh your memory? 
A. I don’t remember when the last check was. 

Q. But it does refresh your memory that it was $95, is 
that right? A. It was approximately that. 

Q. And that was from either the latter part of November, 
as she set forth, or the first part of December, as you state, 
up to the time this case was filed, which was July 14, 1950, 
is that right? A. I don’t remember. 

• ••••••••• 

159 Q. I call this document to your attention again, 
which is your answer to the motion for contempt, and 

ask you whether you made the representation not only to 
your attorney, Mr. DiLeo, but also to this Court, that you 
had been ill since September, 1950, and that you are in 
ill health and not well enough to continue regular employ¬ 
ment? A. The document states that I was in ill health 
since December, 1950. 

160 Q. And also states that you were not well enough 
to continue regular employment ? A. That is correct. 


Q. And that is what you represented to this Court? A. 
That is correct. 

Mr. Tausig: May I have that physical examination, Your 
Honor? 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, that answer which I referred to was 
filed in March. You said you had been ill since December. 
I refer you again to Plaintiff’s Exhibit 18, which has been 
admitted in evidence, which is your medical examination, 
and ask you whether you didn’t write in your own hand¬ 
writing under the question “Statement of examinee’s pres¬ 
ent health,” “Answer in owm words,” you wrote “Excel¬ 
lent?” A. That’s right. 

Q. And it was upon the basis of this medical examina¬ 
tion of January 16,1951, that you were put on flying status, 
is that right? 

The Witness: That was accepted as a physical examina¬ 
tion. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that people who are seriously ill 
161 are taken off flying status in the Service? A. That 
depends on what the illness is. 

Q. Well, I assume that if you were so ill you couldn’t 
work vou couldn’t flv, could vou ? You didn’t feel much like 
flying, did you ? A. My illness was a sore throat. 

Q. And that prevented you from regular work, is that 
correct ? A. That is correct. 

Q. But it didn’t prevent you from flying? 

The Court: Is that a question? 

Mr. Tausig: Yes, it didn’t prevent you from flying? Is 
it your answer to the Court that your sore throat kept you 
from employment but at the same time enable you to fly, 
did not preclude you from flying? A. That is correct. 
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Q. Isn’t it a fact that all during this time that you rep¬ 
resented to the Court, and had Mr. DiLeo represent to Mr. 
Turlington, that you were ill, that you were flying on actual 
flying status as an inactive reserve? A. I wasn’t flying 
actively. 

Q. Isn’t that because the reserve officer only flew a sched¬ 
uled number of hours per month? A. I flew whenever I 
was required to fly. 

Q. And that was only a minimum number of hours 

162 per month, wasn’t it? A. I don’t remember the 
number of hours I accumulated. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to have this document marked 
for identification Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 19. 

(Document, 3 pages, entitled USA Officer Personnel Card 
was marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 19 for identification.) 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you these documents and 
ask whether you can identify them. A. I don’t believe I 
have seen the documents before. 

Q. Do they refresh your memory as to the dates upon 
which you vrere flying? A. I don’t recall the dates I flew. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact, Lieutenant, that you flew on March 
23rd, March 27th, March 30th, April 7th, April 9th? 

• ••••••••• 

163 The Witness: I don’t recall the dates I flew. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. You were flying during this period, though, is that 
correct? 

• ••••••••• 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. That was filed four days, I mean you flew four days 
after you filed an affidavit in this Court that you were so 
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ill that you couldn’t work regularly, is that right? A. That 
is correct. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to offer these in evidence, Your 
Honor. 

• ••••••••• 


164 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, when did you return to active duty in the 
Air Force? A. The 18th of April, 1951. 

Q. And isn’t it a fact in that month you gave plaintiff 
nothing for the support of the child? A. I don’t believe 
that is correct. 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, may I borrrow the file again? 
By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you this document which 
is a motion to adjudicate the defendant in contempt and 
increase alimony pendente lite, which was filed August 
31, 1951, and the affidavit in support thereof which was 
sworn to under oath by the plaintiff in this case, and I 
ask you, or call your attention to the fact that the plain¬ 
tiff states that in the month of April, 1951, that you paid 
her nothing. 

165 Do you see that statement? A. I see her state¬ 
ment. 


Q. Then that refreshes your memory that you gave the 
plaintiff nothing in April, 1951? A. No, it doesnt’ re¬ 
fresh my memory. 

Q. What did you give her in April, 1951? A. I don’t 
remember. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you gave her nothing? A. I don’t 
remember. 
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180 Q. Now, during the time from January, January 
10 or 11 until June 14th, were you continuously in 

Florida! A. That’s right. 

Q. Keep your voice up. You were in Florida! A. Yes, I 
was. 

Q. And you worked I believe you said for the Surf Club, 
is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. You were swimming instructor, life guard instructor, 
and vour duties continued on after the season had ended 
around Easter, is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. You also stated you worked to approximately 

181 within a few days of June 14th, is that correct? A. 
That is correct. 

Q. Lieutenant Hopson, you also stated that your cloth¬ 
ing remained behind when you left on June 14th for the 
District of Columbia, is that correct? A. Part of my be¬ 
longings are still in Florida. 

Q. And they are still down there, is that correct? A. 
That is correct. 

• ••••#•••• 

186 Q. Lieutenant Hopson, at the time that you and 
Mrs. Hopson entered into marriage, did you state 

that it was your intention and Mrs. Hopson’s intention not 
to remain married? A. That is correct. 

Q. Would you state to the Court whether or not you have 
lived or consummated your marriage with Mrs. Hop- 

187 son from October 27,1948 to this date? A. I have not. 

• ••••••••• 

190 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Lieutenant Hopson, can you state of your own 
knowledge approximately the date and place you had a 
conversation with Mrs. Hopson regarding a divorce in 
Virginia before your departure for Florida? A. I think 
the time was approximately November or December. She 
was living in Audrey Lane in Maryland at the time. She 



47 


had told me that she would get a divorce as soon as she 
got legal residence. 

Q. Now, was that your impression when you left Mary¬ 
land to go to Florida, that she was going to pursue that 
course of divorce proceedings in Maryland? A. That was 
my understanding. 

Q. Did you discuss, that is, communicate with Mrs. Hop- 
son, the plaintiff, did you communicate with her with re¬ 
spect to that divorce while vou were in Florida ? A. Yes, I 
did. 


Mr. Tausig: May I address the Court? I object to this 
line of questioning on this subject again on the ground that 
it is not material, particularly on this cross-examination. 

• ••••••••• 

191 The Court: I think the testimony is admissible in 
refutation of your line of questions of his purpose in 
going to Florida, to show that he had some other purpose, 
or to show that he did not have the purpose of getting a 
divorce, if there was some understanding between the plain¬ 
tiff and defendant about a divorce in Maryland; it would 
negative the testimony about his going to Florida for the 
purpose of getting a divorce. 

• ••••••••• 

193 Q. And with reference to the date about February 
while you •were in Florida, would you inform the 
Court as to when you contemplated tiling the divorce in 
Florida? A. I received a letter from Mrs. Hopson approxi¬ 
mately every day, and it seemed every day I got a letter it 
was just a little worse than the day before, and after I 
found out that she had no intention of getting a divorce 
that is when I thought it would be probably best for all 
concerned if I got the divorce. 

• ••••••••• 
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202 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

By Mr. Tausig: 

• ••••••••• 

211 Q. Now, Lieutenant, with regard to vour intention 
or purpose in going to Florida, that you say your 
primary purpose was to get into the University of 

212 Miami, is that right? A. I believe I stated my pri¬ 
mary purpose was to go to school. 

Q. Now, you also stated that you made no application to 
go to school other than the appointive application to go to 
the University of Miami, isn’t that correct? A. I couldn’t 
make application without the documents that I requested. 

Q. So your answer is that because of that you didn’t 
make application any other place? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, after that letter of February 16, 1950, did you 
ever write to the plaintiff again and request those docu¬ 
ments? A. I believe I requested the documents or a photo¬ 
static copy of her former divorce. 

Q. That was not in response to the letter in which you 
admit she sent you some documents, was it? A. I don’t 
know whether it was in reply to that letter, or not. 

Q. Now, I show you this letter of March 13, Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit 6 for identification, and ask you wasn’t that letter 
written in response to the communication under which 
she sent you, according to your testimony, certain of 
the documents which you requested? A. May I read that 
letter? 

213 Q. Yes, sir. A. I don’t know whether this is a let¬ 
ter I wrote her, the first letters afterwards, or not. 

Q. Well, is it your contention that if you did write an¬ 
other letter after that you again requested these docu¬ 
ments? A. I can’t answer that. 

Q. In other words, you have no recollection, is that right ? 
A. I can’t answer. 
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Q. Then in answer to my question you did not ask her 
for that in this letter, did you? A. Not in that letter. 

Q. Now, you have read these other letters which I intro¬ 
duced in evidence. Is it your contention that you asked for 
those documents in any of those letters? A. I didn’t read 
all the letters. 

The Court: The Court has read the letters, Mr. Tausig. 

• ••••••••• 

216 Q. Now, am I correct in understanding that your 
testimony was to this effect, that when you left here 

in January there was correspondence between you and the 
plaintiff in this case in which she agreed, or suggested, that 
she was going to get a Maryland divorce, and that is the 
reason you say that you offered that in evidence to explain 
that you did not go to Florida to get a divorce, is that cor¬ 
rect? A. Words to that effect, yes. 

Q. And that was in January, is that right? A. I believe 
it was in January. 

Q. Now, isn’t it a fact, Lieutenant, that until you wrote to 
her from Michigan on February 16th that she didn’t 

217 even know your address? A. I couldn’t answer that. 

Q. You don’t know whether she knew your ad¬ 
dress? A. I believe I wrote her when I first got to Florida. 

Q. Then if you gave her your address when you first got 
to Florida, would there be any purpose in your telling this 
Court yesterday that you did not want her to know your 
address? A. I don’t recall telling the Court that I didn’t 
want her to know my address. 

• ••••••••• 

218 Q. Now, Lieutenant, your testimony, as I under¬ 
stand it now, is that Mrs.—that the plaintiff knew 

219 vour address in Florida in January, is that correct? 
A. I believe I stated that I informed her that I was 

going to Florida. 

Q. I am talking about— A. I don’t remember. 



Q. Well, is it your testimony that you received letters 
from her addressed to you in Florida in January, 1950, 
regarding the Maryland divorce? A. I don’t remember 
when I first received the letters. 

Q. So you wish to retract your statement that it was in 
January, is that right? A. I said it was approximately 
January. I did not give any specific time. 

Q. Xow, what was your reason for sending this letter 
of Feburarv 16 to vour mother to be forwarded to the 

i * 

plaintiff? A. I don’t remember the reason. 

Q. Didn't you testify yesterday that you had a reason? 
A. I don’t remember. 

• ••••••••• 

232 Q. Now, as I understand it, your plans about re¬ 
turning to Florida were changed, according to your 

testimony, because the Korean War broke out and you 
decided that you should be back in the Service, is that 
right? A. I was in the reserve. I expected to be recalled. 

233 Q. And you came back to the District of Colum¬ 
bia and, as I understand your testimony, you made 

application early in July for recall to the Service? 

234 The Witness: I don’t know whether vou would call 

* 

it an application, or not. We had certain pertinent 
papers so that they could get my records together sub¬ 
sequent to being recalled to active duty. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Did you file that with anybody? A. I did. 

Q. Is that what you were referring to yesterday, or 
the day before, when you talked about filing application 
for recall to active duty? A. I believe it was. 

Q. Is that the only application you filed? A. I filled 
out papers at Andrews Field, and I filled out some papers 
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later, I believe it was in December or January, with the 
National Guard at Andrews Field. 

Q. Well, now, these papers winch you say you re- 

235 fer to as your application for recall, they were made 
out before you applied to Glass Manor to rent that 

place for a year, weren’t they? A. They were not. 

Q. They w T ere not? A. No. 

Q. When were they? How soon after that were they 
filled out? A. I believe it was, I believe it w*as the 7th of 
July. The day we moved into Glass Manor w’as on Friday, 
and I believe I filled out a paper on Monday, or before 
Mondav. 

m 

Q. And you claim that those papers you filled out and 
verified, those w’ould indicate evidence of your intent to 
remain here simply so you could be recalled to the Service 
here, is that right? That w T as your intent? You wanted 
to be recalled to Andrews Field, and that is why you did not 
go back to Florida? A. That is correct. 

• ••••••••• 

236 Q. Now, Lieutenant, it it still your testimony that 
you don’t recall, or don’t remember whether during 

this period from the time of your return from Guam until 
your discharge from the Service that you were putting 
$100 a month in the bank at Murray, Kentucky? 

• ••••••••• 

The Witness: I don’t remember. 

• ••••••••• 


RECROSS-EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Di Leo: 

237 Q. Lieutenant Hopson, isn’t it a fact that your 
child is mentioned as beneficiary in your Govern¬ 
ment policy, insurance policy? 

The Court: You are confusing the witness as to which 
child you mean. 


52 


By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. I am sorry, I am still referring to the child of this 
marriage, Dewane. A. She was listed in one of my Service 
records. I don’t know whether she is listed in my insurance 
policy or not. 

Q. And isn’t it a fact, sir, that you had agreed in the 
presence of counsel to include the child in another policy, in 
a Government policy, Service policy? A. It was. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Isn’t it a fact, Lieutenant Hopson, that in the presence 
of Mr. Tausig, in his office, and in the presence of 
238 your former wife, isn’t it a fact that you indicated 
your intention of including the child Dewane in your 
Service policy? A. It was. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that they wanted the child to be ex¬ 
clusive, the child De-wane to be exclusive beneficiary? A. 
That’s right. 


FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Lieutenant Hopson, this testimony you have just 
given about insurance, I would like to clarify that; were 
you talking about National Service Life Insurance? A. 
That is correct. 

Q. Now, wasn’t that discussion in my office, whatever it 
may have been, a discussion in connection with settle- 
239 ment of this case? A. It was. 

Q. Which never went through. 

The Court: What was it? 

Mr. Tausig: Which never was accomplished. 

The Court: What is the answer? 

The Witness: The agreement was as Mr. DiLeo stated. 

Mr. Tausig: May I ask the Court to advise the witness 
to answer the question? 
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The Court: Mr. Reporter, read the question. 

(Question read.) 

The Court: I think the question was answered, it was in 
connection with settlement of the case. 


By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, as I understand your testimony, 
you indicated your willingness to make Dewane a personal 
beneficiary of that insurance, is that right? A. That 
240 is correct. 

Q. And yet you don’t know at this time whether 
you have done so, isn’t that right? A. I didn’t say that I 
hadn’t. 

The Court: Just answer the question. 

The Witness: That is correct. 

Q. Now, isn’t it a fact that you haven’t done so? A. I 
don’t remember. 


243 WENDELL S. WALKER 

was called as a witness on behalf of the plaintiff and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Tausig: 

Please state your full name. A. Wendell S. Walker. 

Q. And where are you employed? A. I am employed 
with the Major of the Air Adjutant Branch, Terminal De¬ 
partment, Air Force. 

Q. Are you here in response to a subpoena and summons 
to appear and bring the file pertinent to Lieutenant Hop- 
son? A. I have brought the portion pertinent to the sub¬ 
poena. 

Q. You have it now with you? A. I do. 
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Q. I ask you to examine that file and see if you can find 
in that file an application for recall to active duty during 
the year 1950. A. I have an application. 

«••••••••• 

244 Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, I would like to have this 
marked for identification. 

The Court: The Clerk will so mark it. 

(Paper identified as application for return to duty was 
marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 21 for identification.) 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, will you open that to that paper again, sir? 
Will you tell us the date of that application? A. The 
date of the application is 24 August 1950. 

Q. And will you tell us the address given on that applica¬ 
tion for mailing purposes? A. The address for mailing is 
shown as 4920 Deal Drive, Southeast, Apartment 201, 
Washington 20, D. C. 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, I would like to offer that in 
evidence. 

• •*••••••• 

The Court: The exhibit will be admitted in evidence. 
(Document entitled application for return to service 
was by the Court received in evidence as Plaintiff’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 21.) 

• •*••••••• 

245 Q. Now, will you look in there and see in connec¬ 
tion with papers 9 January 1950, whether you can 

find a notice of an allotment discontinuance? A. There 
was an allotment discontinuance dated 9 January 1950. 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, I offer this for identification. 

• ••••••••• 

247 Q. What does the copy state? What information 
is on it regarding the allotment or discontinuance? 
A. What part do you desire read? 
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Q. This part right here, E. A. $100, the amount; the 
effective date, month and year, November 19, 1949; the 
final deduction made for the month of January, 1950. 

Q. And who was the allottee in that case? A. Hopson, 
Tasanilla. 

Q. No, I am referring to E, allottee. A. Correction, 
Bank of Murray, Murray, Kentucky. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Does this document give the permanent address of 
Lieutenant Hopson ? A. It does. It gives a permanent ad¬ 
dress for mailing purposes. 

248 Q. What is that address! A. Box 229, Murray, 
Kentucky. 

«••••••••• 

249 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. In your experience, Mr. Walker, in the Govern¬ 
ment Service, and you being in that particular de- 

250 partment, in your experience haven’t you had knowl¬ 
edge of where the Government has requested the 

party to return allotment checks that have been sent out 
bv error? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Isn’t it possible that this record which you have in 
your hand could be erroneous? A. It is possible. 

Q. Now, Mr. Walker, you showed the Court an applica¬ 
tion for return to duty by Lieutenant Hopson dated August 
24,1950, is that correct ? A. That is correct. 

Q. Isn’t it possible, sir, that Lieutenant Hopson could 
have made application at Andrews Field prior to its finally 
finding its way in your department? A. It is possible 
he could have and the record was never sent to us. How¬ 
ever, it is usually true we get a record of the application. 
• ••••••••• 

251 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Will you look through that file and tell me 
whether or not you find any other records of application 
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for return to Service between January 9, 1950, and August 
24, 1950? A. I find no application for recall as an 

252 officer. I do find a paper pertinent to that matter in 
enlisted status. 

Q. When was that? A. 30 January 1950. The date of 
the communication was filed subsequent to that date. 

Mr. Tausig; May I see that paper? 

I would like to have this paper marked for identification. 
(Application for enlisted status was marked Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit 23 for identification.) 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, may my client be excused for 
few minutes ? 

The Court: Certainly. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Now, will you look through that file and see 

253 w'hat action was taken; first of all whether the forms 
were sent and the application made and, secondly, 

-whether the application was granted. 

• ••••••••• 

Mr. Di Leo: Then I am objecting to the record before it 
has been officially offered and accepted on the ground that 
that signature is a falsification of Lieutenant Hopson’s 
signature, which corresponds as directly or with close prox¬ 
imity to the signature of the plaintiff, and for that reason, 
unless he knows definitely that that letter was written by 
Lieutenant Hopson, I say it should not be referred to any 
further; in other words, unless it is offered for the Court’s 
approval at this time, before any further questions which 
may turn out to be not acceptable under objection of coun¬ 
sel, before a long string of evidence goes in based on this 
one letter which we can show is a letter, as close as pos¬ 
sible, to the signature of the plaintiff, and not his signature. 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, I may say if my client has 
fraudulently forged the signature it is certainly news to me, 
but I have no handwriting expert here in the matter. 


254 I feel that if she has done that she is subject to very 
severe censure. I have no excuse for her if that is 

the case, but I feel certain from my knowledge of her that 
that cannot possibly be the case. 

• ••••••tit 

The Court: I will admit it in evidence reserving to you 
the right to completely discredit the document by showing 
that the signature is not his signature. You have that 
right. 

• ••••••••• 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, will you tell us from a document in that file 
what action was taken on that application? A. There is 
a statement of service which is the document work sheet, 
so the speak, used in headquarters. There w*as a copy of a 
reply from Headquarters, USAF, dated 17 February 1950, 
subject, authority to enlist. 

Q. Where was that letter addressed? A. It was 

255 addressed to First Lieutenant Tass Hopson, Box 229, 
Murray, Kentucky. 

Q. What was the date of that letter? A. Dated 17 Feb¬ 
ruary 1950. 

Q. And is there any paper in that file indicating whether 
the authorization given in that letter vras accepted by 
Lieutenant Hopson? A. No indication of acceptance. 

Mr. Tausig: I offer those papers for identification, the 
ones that have not been marked for identification, and then 
I offer them all in evidence, Your Honor. 

Mr. Di Leo: Are these offered at this time, Your Honor? 
The Court: They are. 

Mr. Di Leo: I am objecting on the same ground. 

The Court: The Court will overrule your objection to 
the exhibits. They will be admitted. 

(Documents entitled authority to enlist and letter dated 
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February 17, 1950, were by the Court received in evidence 
as Plaintiff’s Exhibits Nos. 24 and 25.) 


Q. Mr. Walker, will you open to that application regard¬ 
ing the return to service as Master Sergeant? Now does 
that bear the signature, I mean the address of the ad¬ 
dressee; excuse me, of the writer, I would say? A. 
256 The address shown on the letter is Box 229, Murray, 
Kentucky. 

Q. And what is the date of that letter? A. 30 January 
1950. 

Q. Now, I ask you to turn to the application of August 
24, recall to active duty as a First Lieutenant, or whatever 
it might have been, the date of the application of August 
24. Now, is the date to which you refer, August 24, the 
date that application was received in the Adjutant Gen¬ 
eral’s office, or the date upon which the application was 
initiated? A. That would be the date the application was 
tilled out. 

• ••••••••• 


RECROSS-EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Di Leo : 

Q. Mr. Walker, referring to Exhibit 23 that you have in 
front of you, sir, do you know that to be the signature of 
Lieutenant Hopson ? A. No, I don’t. 

Q. Is it possible that anyone could write in for informa¬ 
tion such as the one which you have there, under the name 
of the party? A. It is possible. 

Q. Do you have any return, sir, or acknowledge- 
257 ment of a letter that you sent to Lieutenant Hopson 
at Murray, Kentucky? A. There is nothing subse¬ 
quent to the letter which indicates receipt by the addressee. 

Q. You don’t know whether or not, sir, that was ever ac- 
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cepted in Kentucky by Lieutenant Hopson? A. No evi¬ 
dence in the file. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. In the department’s letter to Lieutenant Hopson dated 
February 17,1950, does that make reference to an acknowl¬ 
edgement of any letter, I mean of the letter dated January 
30 ? A. There is no reference to the request for an applica¬ 
tion. 

• ••••••••• 

263 Thereupon— 

MRS. DOLORES HOPSON, 

the plaintiff herein, being called as a witness and, having 
been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as fol¬ 
lows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Tausig: 

• ••••••••• 

266 Q. Now, after the marriage in October, October 
27, 1948, was the marriage consummated after the 
marriage ceremony? A. Yes, sir, it was. 

Q. You understand what I mean? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. How long did you remain on Guam? A. I left on No¬ 
vember 23. 

Q. Now, between the time of October 27 and November 
23, did you live with the defendant in this case as husband 
and wife? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. On more than one occasion? A. I would say approxi¬ 
mately two or three times a week we had relations. 

#••••••••• 

269 Q. Now, when you left Guam on November 20th— 
A. 23rd. 

Q. —the 23rd? A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you advise your husband where you were going? 
A. Yes, he had instructions as to what to send, of 

270 furniture and things that were there, and I advised 
him that I would be at that address. The last thing 

he told me at the airport was, “You are going to your 
sister’s, aren’t you?” And I said “Yes,” and, “I will be 
seeing you,” and he kissed me good-bye. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Now, did you hear from your husband after you left 
Guam? A. I never got any letters, but I got a Christmas 
card on December 27th. 

Q. Keep your voice up. A. I was signed “Love, Tass.” 
Q. Other than that you didn’t hear from him ? A. Not one 
word. 

Q. How did you learn that he had returned from Guam? 
A. I received a letter from a mutual friend of ours 

271 stating that she had gone to General H.Q. to see 
Marshall off and on that ship who was sailing but 

Lieutenant Tass Hopson, who was going to Andrews Field. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. What did you do ? A. I wrote to Fort Mason, or had 
a friend of mine to write to Fort Mason because I didn’t 
want the Fort Mason authorities to know that his own wife 
didn’t know where he was. 

The Court: Just answer the question. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. I understand you had somebody write to Fort Mason 
to ask where he was? A. Yes; I asked the date of his ar¬ 
rival in the States and his future assignment. 

Q. And did you receive a reply? A. The reply 

272 stated he had arrived approximately January 6, that 
he had 30 days and he was going to Camp Springs, 

Maryland. 

• ••••••••• 
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Q. What was the next endeavor to get in touch with Lieu¬ 
tenant Hopson ? A. I think I waited until February 4th and 
sent him a telegram asking him to come to Philadelphia to 
see me or else I would come to Washington to see him. 

Q. What reply did you get from that? A. He wrote me 
and said he was going to Brooklyn on temporary duty and 
would stop in Philadelphia to see me. 

Q. Did he stop to see you? A. He stopped one hour. 
273 Q. What did you tell him? A. I told him my family 
were very anxious to meet him, that my friends and 
relatives were all having plans to have dinners and parties 
when he arrived, and that I wanted him to meet my father, 
but he refused to. 

Q. Pardon? A. He refused to. 

Q. Was there any discussion regarding divorce at that 
time? A. No. I asked him if he would make a home for 
me in the Washington area, that I wanted to come down to 
be with him, and he said, “I am not going to make a home 
for you or the baby, and I advise you to get an abortion.” 


Q. What was the next communication or meeting? Did 
you see him again some time? A. Not until May. 

Q. May? A. That’s right. 

Q. Now, what happened in May? A. In May my child 
was bom in the hospital and they made him come in and 
sign the birth certificate. 

274 Q. WThere was that hospital? A. Bolling Field, 
D. C. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Did there come a time between February, the meeting 
you talked about in Philadelphia, and May when your child 
was born, when you came to the District of Columbia? 


A. Yes, April 30, 1949. 

• • • • 
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275 Q. What about your belongings, were they shipped 
down here? A. Everything was sent to Washing¬ 
ton. 

Q. Was that at Government expense? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. How was that arranged? A. My husband called me in 
March and called me about— 

and he called me to reprimand me because I had written to 
the Adjutant of Andrews Field asking for two copies of his 
orders. 

Q. Why did you write for two copies of his orders? A. 

There was a trunk being held at Fort Mason which, due to 
the confusion that my name wasn’t changed on all the 
records, they didn’t know what to do with it, and they in¬ 
sisted on having two copies of his orders to release it to me. 

Q. Now, did your husband authorize the making of the 
necessary arrangements for vour belongings to be shipped 
here at Government expense? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. And then you moved here in April, is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did he meet you here? A. No, he did nothing to help 
me. 

276 Q. Did he know you were coming? A. Yes, he did, 
he signed the lease. 

Q. He signed the lease? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, prior to the time the child was born, or imme¬ 
diately thereafter, did you make any efforts to have your 
husband join you and make a home for you? A. I told him 
I was coming into this area and it was up to him, that I 
thought we should be together. 

Q. What were his reactions to that? A. He told me he 
didn’t want to live with me. 

• ••••••••a 4 

Q. Now, how often did you see him before the child was j 
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bom? You arrived here in April and the child was bom on 
May 1st? A. Just once. 

Q. Just once, when was that? A. February. 

Q. So you didn’t see him between February and May? 
A. No, all business was by mail or telephone. 

Q. Now, when did you see him after the child was 

277 bom ? A. When the hospital called him and he came 
in, I saw him one night then. 

Q. This was after the child was born? A. That’s right, 
the child was two or three days old when he came up. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Now, when it came time for you to leave the hospital, 
did your husband come and help you home? A. No. I 
called him on the telephone and asked him if lie would come 
and get me; and I said, “You know now you can get ten 
days leave now that I have a baby,” but he said he didn’t 
want to come. 

Q. Now, after the child was born and you returned to 
your apartment near the Lawrences, when was the next 
time you saw him? A. I called him on the telephone and 
told him I needed some help shopping; I lived close to two 
miles from the stores and I asked him if he would come 
over and take me into towm so I could get an apartment- 
size washing machine. 

278 Q. And did he take your shopping? A. Yes— 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Tell us in your own words what happened at the time 
you are testifying about now regarding the washing ma¬ 
chine. A. He seemed to get very impatient in the middle 
of the afternoon, and he refused to go any further with me 
tg look for an apartment-size washing machine, and went 
over to a telephone out in the hall, and I came by, and he 
called up somebody and made arrangements to go out and 
drink beer. He took me home. 

Q. What was said about your relations with him? A. 
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He told me when he took me home that he never wanted to 
see me again or the baby. 

Q. When was the next time you saw him? A. I saw him 
during the summer, in July and August. 


279 What happened in August? A. One visit in August, 
he came over and I do remember two things that hap¬ 
pened; one time in August when he came over he stayed 
about two or three hours, and he talked very friendly, he 
was very nice, and at that time we had relations. 

Q. Sexual relations? A. That’s right. 


282 Q. Now, after September when did you meet with 
him? A. In October he called me at my office and I 
met him I think on two occasions. 

Q. What happened during those two occasions? A. Noth¬ 
ing, except that we sat and talked. I had dinner with him 
one night. 


Q. What do you remember about the conversation at 
that time? 


A. Well, the meeting that we had about November 9, 
after staying with him for about three hours, when I got up 
to leave he walked out to the car with me and he said, “Give 
up, Dell.” 

Q. Do you have any knowledge what occasioned 

283 that comment? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Explain it to the Court. I think he realized 
right along that I was trying to effect a reconciliation with 
him and he told me to give up. 

• ••••••••• 

284 Q. When was the next time you had a communica¬ 
tion from him or heard from him? A. We talked 
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about two or three times that month but I don’t remember 
specifically when. 

Q. Well, when is the next thing you remember? A. One 
time he called me and said, “I am going to go to Florida 
to get a divorce,” and I don’t remember my exact reply 
but it was something to the effect that “I don’t think you 
are.” 

285 Q. Now, Mrs. Hopson, I show you Plaintiff’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 5 for identification, which has been ad¬ 
mitted in evidence, and ask you whether you can identify 
that. 


• #•••••••• 

The Witness: This is the first I heard from him after he 
left. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. That was Feburary 16th, is that right? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. Now, are you acquainted with the request for docu¬ 
ments in here? A. Yes, I am. 

Q. Now, what about those documents, were they sent by 
that request? A. As soon as I got his letter I immediately 
went out and paid to have photostats made of the marriage 
certificate and birth certificate, and sent them just as soon 
as I got them. I made two special trips so that I could 
send them right away. 

Q. And where did you send those? A. I sent them to the 
address he gave me in Michigan. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to offer this document for 
286 identification. 

(Registered mail receipt was marked Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit No. 28 for identification.) 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. I ask whether you can identify this document. A. 
This is the return receipt for the photostat I had sent 
to my husband at the address he had given me. 
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Mr. Tausig: I offer that in evidence. 

The Court: Any objection? 

Mr. Di Leo: No objection. 

The Court: It will be admitted. 

(Registered mail receipt identified by witness was by 
the Court received in evidence as Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 
28.) 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Mrs. Hopson, did you ever receive any ac¬ 
knowledgment of the receipt of the documents you sent? 
A. Yes, he sent me a letter and thanked me for them and 
said—well, I think the letter states. 

Q. Is that the letter to which you just referred? 

The Court: What is this document? 

Air. Tausig: This document is Plaintiff’s Exhibit 6 for 
identification. 

The Witness: Yes. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, were any other requests for these docu- 
287 ments ever received? A. No, he never asked for 
them again. 

Q. At any time from the date of your marriage in Guam 
until your husband obtained this divorce, or at any time 
since that date, have you left with your husband against 
his will? A. No. 

Q. From October 27,1948, until May, 1949, what contribu¬ 
tions did Lieutenant Hopson make to your support? A. 
When he put me on the plane I had no money and he gave 
me $10 out of his pocket. Other than that I never got any¬ 
thing from him. 

Q. Now, starting in May, 1949. A. He began to give me 
$100 a month. 

Q. And at any time did he ever give you any more than 
that? A. No. 
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Q. In any one month! A. Not until that one 

288 month when I told him I wanted to stay home and 
take care of the baby. 

Q. How much did he give you then? A. That month 
$175 

Q. And after that month, what did he give you? A. I 
think the following month he gave me 100 again, and after 
that I didn’t get anything, that is, except the $95 which I 
got over a period of approximately seven months. 

• ••••••••• 

I show you this affidavit of plaintiff in support for main¬ 
tenance pendente lite which was filed in this Court on July 
14, 1950, bearing your signature, and I ask you whether 
the facts in the last paragraph are true. A. Yes, that is 
absolutely true. 

Q. In other words, from November, 1949, until the date 
of the filing of this affidavit, July, 1950, you received $95, 
is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, I show you this document in the file which is 
an affidavit in support of the motion to adjudicate defend- 
and in contempt and increase alimony pendente lite, 

289 filed August 31, 1951, and show you your signature 
thereon and execution before a notary public, and 

ask you to read that and ask you whether you reaffirm the 
facts in that affidavit. 

• ••••••••• 

The Witness: They were true at that time, yes. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. May I ask you what you mean by saying they were 
true at that time? A. My expenses have gone up since then. 

Q. But as to the date of the filing of this application the 
amounts shown therein as having been paid to you, that 
is accurate, is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. And the amount of your expense at that time is 

290 accurate, is that correct? A. Yes, sir, that’s right. 
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Q. And you also confirm the fact that it was neces¬ 
sary for you to deplete your savings account and sell some 
of your jewelry, clothing and furniture and furnishings in 
order to make ends meet? A. Yes. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. I show you these documents which are Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit 3 for identification, and ask you whether or not 
you can identify those documents. A. They came to me in 
the mail. 

Q. From whom? A. The Florida Court. 

The Court: From where? 

The Witness: The Florida Court. 

Mr. Tausig: I offer these documents in evidence. Your 
Honor. 

Mr. Di Leo: I have no objection. 

The Court: They will be admitted. 

(Copy of papers in divorce action in Dade County, 
Florida, were by the Court received in evidence as Plain¬ 
tiff’s Exhibit No. 3.) 

• ••••••••• 

291 Q. You say you received them in the mail? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Where did you receive them ? A. In my mail box. 

Q. Where was your mail box? A. At that time I was 
living at 216 Audrey Lane. 

Q. Where is Audrey Lane? A. Washington 20, D. C. 

Q. After you received those papers, did you go to Florida? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you make any arrangement for attorneys to rep¬ 
resent you in Florida? A. No. 

• ••••••••• 

302 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mrs. Hopson, I am going to show you Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit 23, a letter to the Deputy Chief of Staff. Do you 
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admit or deny that you wrote that letter? A. I don’t re¬ 
member seeing this letter before. 

The Court: Just answer the question. 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Do you admit or deny that you wrote that signature? 
A. I don’t believe I did. 

Q. Do you know whether or not you wrote that signature, 
that you signed that? A. I don’t believe I did. 

Q. Could you say with certainty whether you did or not ? 
A. My husband authorized me to sign a number of things 
for him, but I don’t believe this is anything I signed. 
303 Q. You don’t believe it is? A. No. 

Q. Did he authorize you to sign this letter? A. He 
told me in 1949 to sign anything that needed his name be¬ 
cause he didn’t want to be bothered coming over to sign 
them. 

Q. Lieutenant Hopson on January 30th, as you informed 
the Court, in 1950, was not anywhere to be found, according 
to your testimony. A. That’s right. 

Q. Then would you say he authorized you to sign this 
letter? A. I didn’t say I signed it. I don’t believe I did. 
I have no knowledge of these regulations. 

Q. But you don’t say you didn’t sign it? A. I don’t be¬ 
lieve I did. 

• ••••••••• 

305 (Thereupon, the papers were marked respectively 
Defendant’s Exhibits Nos. 5, 6 and 7, for identifica¬ 
tion.) 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mrs. Hopson, I now show you Exhibit 5, the envelope, 
is that in vour handwriting? A. Uh-huh. 

The Court: What is the answer? 

The Witness: Yes. 
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Bv Mr. Di Leo: 

m 

Q. And I now show you an envelope, Exhibit 6 for the 
defendant. Is that in your handwriting? A. Yes, 
306 it is. 

Q. I now show you Exhibit 7, is that in your hand¬ 
writing? A. Yes, sir, it is. 

Q. Now, after looking at Exhibits 5, 6 and 7, would you 
say that would refresh your recollection as to that being 
your handwriting? A. No, it does not. 

Mr. DiLeo: At this time, may it please the Court, I would 
like to offer in evidence Exhibits 5, 6 and 7 for the defend¬ 
ant. 

Mr. Tausig: I have no objection. 

The Court: It will be understood that the “that” refers 
to the signature on Plaintiff’s Exhibit 23, is that correct? 
Mr. Di Leo: That is correct, Your Honor. 

• ••••••••• 


307 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Have you at any time had a written power of at¬ 
torney from Lieutenant Hopson? A. No, I haven’t. 

Q. Have you ever had a power of attorney in writing? 
A. No, I had his oral authorization. 

Q. Oral ? A. That’s right. 

Q. Will you inform this Court whether or not you have 
signed any official papers for Lieutenant Hopson? A. 
What is that? 

Q. Will you inform this Court whether or not you have 
signed any official papers for Lieutenant Hopson? A. Oh, 
yes, I remember signing papers for him. 

Q. What type of papers have you signed? A. I can’t 
remember now. There are a great many when men are in 
the Service. 

The Court: Just answer the question. 
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By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Do you know of any specific papers such as the one 
shown you today that you ever signed? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever request any papers from the Gov- 

308 eminent on Lieutenant Hopson? A. I recall request¬ 
ing some papers. The last I requested, he requested 

while he was in Florida. There was a new program going 
through about officers going back into the Service, and 
the Lieutenant Commander said if he would write to him 
he would endeavor to have my husband brought back into 
the Service as a Lieutenant. I don’t recall anything else. 
Q. Now, you say while he was in Florida? A. Yes. 

• ••••••••• 

309 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Now, Mrs. Hopson, isn’t it a fact that just before 
Lieutenant Hopson left for Florida in January, 1950, that 
you and he had discussed a divorce? A. He told me 

310 he was going to Florida to get one. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that the only discussion about 
divorce was that you were going to proceed in Maryland 
or Virginia to obtain a divorce before he left ? A. No. 

Q. That is not so? A. No. 

Q. I now ask you, which I have already had identified, 
may it please the Court, as Defendant’s Exhibit 4 for the 
defendant, to identify that as being your letter. A. Yes. 
Q. You wrote that letter? A. Yes, I did. 

• ••••••••• 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. I will read you this portion of it, Mrs. Hopson: 

“Dear Sir”—this is to Attorneys Page, Sigman & Gilbert, 
1544 Washington Avenue, Miami Beach, Florida. The 
envelope shows a.postmark May 2nd, 1950. 

• ••••••••• 
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311 “Dear Sirs: 

“I understand my husband is instituting divorce 
proceedings through you. I want you to know this is 
against my wishes in one respect. I am the one wdio has 
the grounds based on truth. I preferred getting a Mary¬ 
land decree in October and made it plain that as is every¬ 
thing else, my husband has disregarded my wishes.” 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. In view of this in May, 1950, would you say now you 
did not contemplate a Maryland divorce prior to your 
husband leaving? A. If you would read the rest. 

The Court: Just answer the question. 

Mr. Reporter, read the question. 

(Question read.) 

The Witness: Yes, just a minute. I contemplated getting 
it because he threatened to kill me if I didn’t get a di¬ 
vorce. 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. But you stated a moment ago that you did not con¬ 
template or discuss a divorce in Maryland or Virginia with 
your husband. Which is true • A. He w^as telling me what 
to do, Mr. DiLeo. 

312 Q. Would you say that he was telling you what 
to do would be using the language of your letter 

that “I preferred getting a Maryland decree in October?” 
Would you say that was a threat by your husband? 

The Court: Answer the question. 

Mr. Tausig: I think we are getting into— 

The Court: No, you just answer the question. 

The Witness: I don’t remember the question. 

The Court: Mr. Reporter, read the question to the witness. 
(Question read.) 

The Witness: Yes, it was a threat. 

• ••••••••• 


73 


Q. Did you also say: 

“I wrote and explained I wanted to get the divorce and 
why, and I said our future relationship would remain 
friendly.” 

313 Did you say that? A. I did. 

The Court: What was the answer? 

The Witness: I say I did. 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, I object to this line of ques¬ 
tioning regarding the last question, the specific question, 
because I don’t think it is material. As I understand the 
purpose of this cross-examination it is to impeach this 
witness with regard to discussions that she had, or which 
the defendant claims she had prior to the time he left for 
Florida. This last sentence says nothing about that. It 
simply says “A month ago,” which means April, 1950.” 

The Court: I think the question goes to the credibility of 
the witness. The objection is overruled. 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Now, Mrs. Hopson, did you not inform the attorneys 
of Lieutenant Hopson that “When you get the divorce for 
him restore my name to Palmer?” A. Yes. I did. I was 
very humiliated over the embrarrassment he caused me at 
my work and in my life altogether. 

• ••••••••• 

314 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. The question is this, Mrs. Hopson, did you state in 
your letter to these attorneys for Lieutenant Hopson, as 
follows: 

“As I said I interpose no objection to a divorce”—“but 
since this is based on lies and gives my daughter no pro¬ 
tection don’t expect me to sign anything.” A. Yes, I did 
sav it. In there— 

• ••••••••• 
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316 (Letter addressed to Mrs. Hale was marked Plain¬ 
tiff’s Exhibit No. 8 for identification.) 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mrs. Hopson, I ask you if you can identify this letter, 
Exhibit 8. A. That’s right. 

Q. Is that your signature at the bottom? A. Uh-huh. 
The Court: What is the answer? 

The Witness: Yes. May I read it? 
«••••••••• 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Who was Mrs. Hale? A. My husband’s mother. 

Q. Lieutenant Hobson’s mother? A. He was my 

317 husband at that time. 

Q. Did you state in the letter to Mrs. Hale, 

“I wouldn’t agree to it,” a divorce, “until he gave me 
custody of the child—” 

• ••••••••• 

The Witness: Well, I may have said that. That has 
been many years ago. 

• ••••••••• 

318 By Mr. De Leo: 

Q. I now read from this letter: 

“No doubt by now you know that Tass has divorced me. 
I wouldn’t agree to it until he gave me custody of the child 
and a support order for $75 a month and when I told him 
that I explained that as long as he had a limited in- 

319 come I would accept whatever he could send but that 
if he earned a large enough salary the order would 

cover that.” 

Is that correct? A. Uh-huh. 

The Court: Is that right? 

The Witness: Yes. 
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The Court: Did you say that? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

• ••••••••• 

320 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mrs. Hopson, at the time you instituted papers in 
this case, Civil Action 3033-50, you were resident, residing 
at 216 Audrey Lane, Southeast? A. What was the date of 
that? 

Q. July 14,1950. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. I will withdraw that. Were you a resident of Mary¬ 
land on July 14,1950? A. Part of the month I was, yes, and 
part of the month I moved into the District. 

Q. What is that? A. I moved into the District in the 
month of July. 

Q. You moved into the District? A. Yes. 

The Court: When did you move into the District? 

321 The Witness: I think it was the 20th of July, but 
I am not sure now. 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. That was 1950? A. That’s right. 

Q. At the time you filed these papers you were a resident 
of Maryland, were you not? A. I was living in Maryland. 

Q. Yes, ma’am, and Tasanilla Hopson was also a resi¬ 
dent of Maryland, is that correct? A. No, to the best of my 
knowledge at that time everything indicated he was a resi¬ 
dent of Washington, D. C., and that is what I based it on. 
• ••••••••• 

323 Mrs. Hopson, Plaintiff’s Exhibit 18, did you re- 

324 ceive this? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Where did you get this photostat from? A. I 
drew these from the Adjutant General’s office from the 
Pentagon Building with particular authorization. 
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Q. And who gave you authorization? A. There was a 
written authorization for that. 

The Court: I can’t understand you. 

The Witness: In my job at the Pentagon I was authorized 
to draw records. 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Was that in connection with the business of the Gov¬ 
ernment or your own personal business? A. It simply said 
I was authorized to draw them. I don’t remember how it is 
worded. 

• •••••<•••• 

326 Questions by the Court: 

Q. What is your address at the present time? A. You are 
speaking to me ? 

Q. Yes, where do you live? A. I am domiciled in Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., and I am assigned temporarily in Tucson, 
Arizona. 

Q. You are living in Tucson, Arizona at the present time? 
A. At the present time for the Department of the Air 
Force, I am assigned there. 

Q. How long have you been in Tucson, Arizona? A. 
Since January. 

Q. Where did you live in January when you went to 
Tucson ? A. Are you talking about in D. C. ? 

Q. Yes. A. 35 Forrester Street, Southwest, Washington 
20, D. C. 

Q. Forrester Street, Southwest? A. Yes. 

Q. Is that in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. How long did you live there? A. I lived there for over 
a year. I can’t remember the exact date. Previous 

327 to that I lived at 2966 2nd Street, Southeast, Wash¬ 
ington 20, D. C. 

Q. Is that in the District of Columbia? A. Yes it is. 

Q. How long did you live there? A. I lived there for 
approximately five months before I moved to Forrester 
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Street, but I don’t recall the exact dates. I would have to 
look at the record before I could tell. 

Q. Where did you live before you lived at 2966 2nd 
Street, Southeast ? A. 216 Audrey Lane, Southeast. 

Q. Is that in the District of Columbia? A. No, that is on 
the line, it is on the Maryland side. 

• ••••••*•• 

329 Mr. Di Leo: I have one or two questions. I would 
like to have the Clerk mark this exhibit for the de¬ 
fendant. 

(Letter to Mr. Di Leo headed Christmas Day 1951 was 
marked Defendant’s Exhibit No. 10 for identification.) 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mrs. Hopson, I now show you Defendant’s Exhibit 10. 
Will you identify that letter? Is it in your handwriting? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who is the letter addressed to? A. You. 

• •••••»*•• 

330 The Court: Is this your handwriting on the last 
page? 

The Witness: Yes, it is. 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Did you state in that letter, “If you want the case to 
go to court it is O.K. with me. I will maintain a D. C. ad¬ 
dress for my own protection. I think you should consider 
that no matter what Hopson says he always wanted to 
marry me from January 1948 on”? 

Did you write that? 
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The Court: Did you write that? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

• ••••••••• 

332 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mrs. Hopson, isn’t it a fact that you never relin¬ 
quished your residence in the State of Maryland? A. No, 
that is not a fact. 

Q. Did you ever totally give up your residence in Mary¬ 
land? A. No, for this reason; my baby was ill for several 
months, and my sister came down and the apartment I lived 
in on 2nd Street was too small, and I was also at that time 
trying sell some furniture, so she stayed there to help me 
dispose of the furniture. 

Q. And isn’t it a fact, Mrs. Hopson, that you told the 
Domestic Relations Commissioner that you moved in the 
District sometime about July 20th to 2966 2nd Street, 
Southeast, and that you returned to your prior address 
from time to time in order to sell furnishings and other 
goods you had there? A. I believe that is what I said. 

Q. Then you did finally return to Maryland again, did 
you not? A. I came over for short periods. I also came 
over to visit people there. 

• ••••••••a 

336 Thereupon— 

JOHN GEYER TAUSIG, 

offered himself as a witness on behalf of the plaintiff and, 
being first duly sworn, testified as follows: 

• ••••••••a 

The Witness: My name is John Geyer Tausig. I have 
offices at 1511 K Street, Northwest, in the Investment Build¬ 
ing. I am an attorney practicing here. 

On April 25, 1952, I wrote to the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of the Eleventh Judicial District in and for Dade 
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County, Florida and sent him under cover of that letter a 
money order and requested document showing the manner 
in which service was made on the defendant in the case of 
Tasanilla Hopson v. Dolores Palmer Hopson, No. 132317 in 
that court, and also in my letter I requested that part of the 
record which showed whether the defendant in the case filed 
an answer for herself or by counsel, and in reply to those 
requests for those documents I received this document and 
I now offer these for identification, Plaintiff’s Exhibit 15. 

This was marked previously. It was not admitted in 
337 evidence because Lieutenant Hopson said he hadn’t 
seen it. 

The Court: Very well, this is Plaintiff’s Exhibit 15. Show 
it to Mr. Di Leo. 

• ••••••••* 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mr. Tausig, did you write for this copy? A. Yes, I 
did. 

Q. And do you have any correspondence from them with 
respect to the copy? 

The Court: I think Plaintiff’s Exhibit 30, which the Clerk 
has marked for identification, is the covering letter, the 
witness said. 

Mr. Di Leo: I will not object. 

The Court: It will be admitted. 

(Copy of notice by publication in the Dade County Cir¬ 
cuit Court of Florida was by the Court received in evidence 
as Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 15.) 

• ••••••••• 

340 Mr. Tausig: I would like to submit this document 
to the Court. Last night I conferred with the reporter who 
recorded the argument on August 25, 1950 on this motion 
for maintenance pendente lite. There was a question in the 
Court’s mind whether the question of jurisdiction had been 




argued, and I have it here. It was late last evening and the 
reporter assured me in accordance with the requirements 
the copy would be filed today. 

The Court: Very well. 

• ••#•••••• 

Mr. Di Leo: May it please the Court, at this time I would 
address the Court on a motion on a question of jurisdic¬ 
tional grounds, may it please the Court. 

May it please the Court, I ask that the complaint be dis¬ 
missed based on the ground of decisions—will the Court 
indulge me just one second—may it please the Court, we 
are asking that this complaint be dismissed based on 
341 decisions as reported in the American Law Reports, 
Second Edition, page 385. 

(Thereupon, counsel argued the motion.) 

The Court: I think under the circumstances, Mr. Di Leo, 
that the Court, particularly after reviewing the testimony 
before Judge Matthews on August 25th, is bound by Judge 
Matthews’ decision in the case. The issue of jurisdiction 
was raised at that time and subsequently Judge Matthews, 
by her opinion, granted plaintiff’s motion for custody and 
maintenance pendente lite. I think that that becomes the 
law of the case insofar as this Court is concerned. Whether 
the Court would or would not have reached the same de¬ 
cision that Judge Matthews reached on the jurisdiction 
question is not important. 

I have permitted you to argue this motion in order that 
you may maintain your rights on the record. Under the 
circumstances, however, the Court, repeating itself, be¬ 
lieves that it cannot serve as an appellate court to recon¬ 
sider a ruling of another Judge of this Court and recog¬ 
nizing the fact that jurisdiction is a material right, never¬ 
theless I think Judge Matthews having found jurisdiction 
in the case that the Court is bound by her opinion, and ac¬ 
cordingly I must deny your motion to dismiss. 
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Mr. Di Leo: May it please the Court, then, with all due 
respect to Your Honor and Judge Matthews, is that 
342 because Judge Letts ruled that the decree at this 
time is valid in Florida, that Your Honor has no 
right to attack it? 

The Court: No, there is nothing pending before the Court 
on which I could express an opinion. 

• ••(•••••• 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. State your full name and residence. A. Tasanilla 
Hopson. 

Q. Where do you live, sir? A. 4920 Deal Drive, Oxen 
Hill, Maryland. 

Q. Where did you live on July 14 and July 20, 1950? A. 
4920 Deal Drive, Oxen Hill, Maryland. 

343 Q. And do you know Dolores Palmer Hopson ? A. 
I do. 

Q. Is she the plaintiff in this case? A. That is correct. 
Q. Where was she living at that time? A. 216 Audrey 
Lane, Oxen Hill, Maryland. 

• ••*•••••• 

Q. And where was the child living on or about July 14, 
1950? A. 216 Audrey Lane, Oxen Hill, Maryland. 

Q. Did you own any property in the District of Co¬ 
lumbia? A. I did not. 

Q. Do you know whether or not the plaintiff owns any 
property in the District of Columbia? A. To my knowl¬ 
edge she did not. 

• ••••••••• 

344 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Prior to your marriage did you and the plaintiff have 
any conversation or discussion about the future? A. We 
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never discussed getting married until she informed me that 
she was pregnant. 

Q. And that was when? A. I believe that was in August, 
the last part of August or the first of September, 1948. 

Q. Up to that point, Lieutenant, did you and your wife 
ever live together? A. No. 

Q. You were married what date? A. I believe it was on 
the 22nd or 27th of October, 1948. 

Q. Now, did you ever live or cohabit with your 

345 wife from that date to this? A. No. 

• ••••••••• 

Q. Did you at any time, or have you at any time lived 
with Mrs. Hopson? A. No. 

Q. From November, 1948, to the present time? A. No. 

Q. On your wredding night, October 27, 1948, did you 
and your wife live with you, or stay with you at the B.O.Q. 
at Guam ? A. She remained in the B.O.Q. 

Q. Did you sleep with her that night? A. I did not. 

Q. Where did you stay? A. I stayed in the B.O.Q. 

Q. And w’here did your w*ife stay or sleep? A. I believe 
she slept in my room? 

Q. Now-, did you continue to see the plaintiff after Oc¬ 
tober 27 of 1948? A. Yes. 

Q. What was the purpose of your seeing the plaintiff? 
A. To keep up appearances. 

346 Q. Was that agreeable to both sides? A. That 
was our agreement before we were married. 

Q. Now, when did the plaintiff arrive in the States, to 
the best of your knowledge ? A. To the best of my knowl¬ 
edge it would have been sometime in November, 1948. 

Q. And when did you return to the States? A. I arrived 
in the States approximately January 6,1949. 

• ••••••••• 
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348 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Lieutenant Hopson, I now show you Plaintiff’s Ex¬ 
hibit 23 and I will ask you if that is your signature? A. It 
is not. 

Q. Whose signature is it? Are you in position to say 
whose signature that is, whose handwriting? A. I believe 
I can. 

Q. Whose handwriting is it? A. In my opinion it is 
the signature of Dolores Hopson. 

Q. Did you give her authorization at any time to write 
this letter? A. I did not. 


357 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant Hopson, with respect to the com¬ 
plaint, when did you, approximately when did you leave 
the District of Columbia to go to Florida? A. Approxi¬ 
mately the 9th or 10th of January of 1950. 

Q. How long did you remain in Florida? A. Until ap¬ 
proximately the 13th of June, 1950. 

Q. Did you at any time leave the State of Florida from 
approximately January 10 until June 13, 1950? A. I did 
not. 

Q. Just before departing from the District or from the 
State of Maryland, did you have any conversation with 
Mrs. Hopson with respect to a divorce ? A. I believe I did. 

Q. And what was the result of that conversation between 
you and Mrs. Hopson? A. I left with the understanding 
that she would get a divorce either in Maryland or Virginia, 
I believe it was Maryland. 

Q. Now, did you contemplate getting a divorce when you 
left the State of Maryland to go to Florida? A. I did not. 

Q. When did you first entertain the idea of a divorce in 
Florida? A. When the former Mrs. Hopson in- 

358 formed me that she would not get a Maryland decree. 

Q. Then what did you do? A. I believe I wrote 
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to the former Mrs. Hopson and asked her if she would agree 
to my getting a Florida divorce. 

Q. Did you proceed to file for a Florida divorce? A. 
After she informed me that she would not contest it. 

Q. Did you write to her about the Florida divorce? A. 
Yes, I did. 

Q. Lieutenant, how long w^ere you in Florida before this 
divorce was final? A. I believe I was in Florida about 
three and one-half months. 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, would you state to the Court once 
again what was your purpose for going to Florida? A. 
To go to school and to make Florida my home. 

• ••••••••• 

359 Q. Did you have employment in Florida while you 
were there? A. I did. 

Q. Will you state to the Court whether it was your in¬ 
tention to remain in Florida? A. My intention was to re¬ 
main in Florida, to make Florida my home. 

• ••••••••• 

361 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Lieutenant, at the time of or about June 14th when 
you returned to Maryland, did you take all of your prop¬ 
erty from Florida with you ? A. No. 

Q. When you returned to Maryland in July after your 
trip to Indiana and Kentucky and Michigan, was any of 
your property in Florida at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. At this time do you have any property in Florida? A. 
Yes, I do. 

• ••••••••• 

362 Q. Now, I show you a paper, Defendant’s Exhibit 
13, can you identify that paper? A. It is a charge 

slip from Woodward & Lothrop. 

• ••••••••• 
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363 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Will you identify that Defendant’s Exhibit 13? A. It 
is a charge slip at Woodward & Lothrop’s to Mrs. Hopson at 
216 Audrey Lane, dated July 20. 

Q. What year? A. I believe that was 1950. 


Mr. Di Leo: As to Defendant’s Exhibit 13, may I offer 
that? 


364 The Court: The Court recalls the testimony. The 
exhibit will be admitted. 

(Charge slip of Woodward & Lothrop dated July 20 was 
by the Court received in evidence as Defendant’s Exhibit 
No. 13.) 


367 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

By Mr. Tausig: 


377 Q. Now, Lieutenant, would you describe your liv¬ 
ing quarters in the B.O.Q. at Guam? 


A. I believe I testified that the B.O.Q. was a Quonset hut 
approximately 30 feet wide by 60 feet long, which was di¬ 
vided into sections, one section, approximately one-third 
of the Quonset, containing the community living quarters 
and the remainder was divided into a hallway with walls 
for rooms. 

Q. And one of those rooms was yours, is that right? A. 
That is correct. 
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378 Q. That was your regular place of sleeping, is that 
right? A. That is where I was billeted, yes. 

Q. Now, what was in that room? A. I don’t remember 
exactly. 

Q. Well, did it have a bed? A. Yes, it did. 

Q. How many? A. It had one bed, one single bed. 

Q. Now, wasn’t it your testimony that on the night of 
your wedding you slept in that room and the plaintiff slept 
in that room? A. I don’t remember giving that testimony. 

Q. Is that a fact? A. I can’t say. 


379 Q. Did you and the plaintiff sleep in the same bed 
on your wedding night? A. We did not. 

Q. Did you sleep in the same room? A. I can’t truth¬ 
fully say whether I sleep that night, or not. 

Q. Well, let me put it this way, Lieutenant; did you re¬ 
pose, or lie down in a bed in the room which you normally 
slept in when you were able to sleep on your wedding night 
in that same B.O.Q.? A. On my wedding night to the best 
of my knowledge I didn’t sleep in the bed I normally slept 
in. 

380 Q. I didn’t ask you about sleeping. You said you 
couldn’t truthfully say whether you slept. I am ask¬ 
ing you whether you laid down in the bed you normally 
slept in. A. To the best of my knowledge I believe that I 
did not. 

Q. Did you lie down in any bed that night? A. In the 
community part of the Quonset we had a sofa. I don’t 
recall whether I reclined on the safa, or a section of it, on 
my wedding night or not. 


382 Q. Lieutenant, where did you stay in Maryland 
from June 14th, when you returned from Florida, 
for the ten days you told your counsel you were here after 
June 14th? A. I stayed with Ralph Stowe. 
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Q. Ralph Stowe, and where does he live? A. He lives 
in Maryland. 

Q. Where in Maryland? A. I beg pardon, he lives in 
Virginia. 

Q. So, in other words when you returned from Florida 
on June 14th, you did not return to Alary land, you went to 
Virginia, isn’t that right. A. That isn’t what I said. 


383 Q. Lieutenant Hopson, isn’t it a fact that for six 
months prior to your departure from this area on 

January 9 to go to Florida that you actually lived in the 
District of Columbia? A. No. 

Air. Tausig: Alay I have the jacket, Your Honor? 

By Air. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, I show you Plaintiff’s affidavit filed 
or sworn to and subscribed to on the 30th day of August 
1950 in support of the motion for maintenance pen- 

384 dente lite, and I call your attention to the fact that 
the plaintiff in that affidavit swore under oath to this 

Court as follows: 

‘‘That to the personal knowledge of the plaintiff herein 
the defendant herein lived at 2804 31st Street, Southeast, 
in the District of Columbia, for a period of approximately 
six months before going to Florida.” 

Now, do you deny that you lived there for six months? 
Q. I do. 

Q. Where did you live ? A. I was living in the B.O.Q. at 
Andrews Field before I went to Florida. 

Q. How long did you live in the B.O.Q. just before you 
went to Florida? A. Approximately a month and a half 
or two months. 

Q. And before that month and a half or two months, 
where did you live? A. I believe I lived on 32nd Street, 
Southeast, Washington, D. C. 

Q. In the District of Columbia? A. That is correct. 
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Q. For about six months? A. Approximately that. 

Q. Now, prior to the month and a half that you say you 
lived in the B.O.Q. just immediately preceding your 

355 departure for Florida on January 9, had you ever 
lived in Maryland before? A. I had. 

Q. Where? A. In the B.O.Q. at Andrews Field. 

Q. And when was that? A. That was from—I was bil¬ 
leted in the B.O.Q. from approximately 27 January 1949 
until approximately June 1949. 

Q. Then where did you move? A. Then I temporarily 
moved to the District of Columbia. 

Q. And that is the sixth month you are talking about, is 
that right? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, I ask you in reply, I ask you to examine this 
file and ask you if in reply to this affivadit you deny the 
plaintiff’s allegation that you lived at this address at this 
time. 

• ••••••••• 

356 The Witness: The file states, July 31, 1950, “An¬ 
swer to Motion for Maintenance, Custody, etc., pen¬ 
dente lite. 

“1. That on to-wit January 9, 1950 the defendant re¬ 
ceived his discharge from the U. S. Army Air Force after 
I 1 /*? years service. That the defendant was actively en¬ 
gaged during said period of time as an officer on flying 
status. That the defendant only temporarily resided in the 
District of Columbia from June 1949 to November 1949 
due to the fact that he was stationed at a nearby air field 
as a member of the U. S. Army Air Force and never ex¬ 
pressed his desire by act or deed to become a perma- 
387 ment resident of the District of Columbia.” 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Lieutenant, isn’t it a fact that you had a tele¬ 
phone number listed in the 1950 telephone directory show¬ 
ing a District of Columbia residence? A. I believe the list- 
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ing in the directory gave my phone number and a District 
of Columbia address. 

• ••••••••• 

389 By Mr. Tausig: 


Q. Now, Lieutenant, do I understand your testimony 
correctly that when you left here on January 9, as you say, 
or January 10,1950, to go to Florida, you had at that time 
made up your mind to make Florida your permanent ad¬ 
dress? A. I believe that was my previous testimony. 

Q. And had you made arrangements to reside at least 
temporarily with your brother? A. Before I left for 
390 Florida I had not made the arrangement where I was 
going to live in Florida. My intention was to go to 
Florida to make Florida my home. 

Q. No correspondence with your brother about that sub¬ 
ject? A. I had informed my brother that I was coming to 
the State of Florida to make the State of Florida my home. 

Q. Did he invite you to stay there until you got located, 
stay with him, I mean? A. Naturally he assured me I was 
welcome to come and visit him. 

Mr. Tausig: I would like to have this document marked 
for identification Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 32. 

(Document entitled “Record of Emergency Data for the 
Armed Forces of the United States” was marked Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit No. 32 for identification.) 


391 By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, when you left the Service, or separated from 
the Service on January 9, 1950, were you required to fill 
out a document entitled “Record of Emergency Data for 
the Armed Forces?” A. I don’t remember whether I was 
or not. 


Q. I show you Plaintiff’s Exhibit 32 and ask you whether 
you were required to, or whether you actually did in April 
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1951 fill out a record of emergency data for the Armed 
Forces of the United States? A. I don’t remember whether 
I did or not. 

Q. Is that your signature? A. I can’t say. 

Q. Do you recall ever making out such a document? A. 
I don’t remember. 


403 Questions by the Court: 

Q. Where did Ralph Stowe live in June 1950 when you 
visited him on your return from Florida? A. I believe 
he was living some place out near Andrews Field in Mary¬ 
land. 

Q. Do you know the address? A. No, I don’t. 

The Court: The Court hands you Plaintiff’s Exhibit 18 
and asks you whether you deny that that is your hand¬ 
writing on that exhibit. 

Show it to the witness, Mr. Clerk. 

The Witness: I don’t believe I can truthfully say, Your 
Honor. 

The Court: Let me see the exhibit, Mr. Clerk. 

Directing your attention to paragraph bearing the nu¬ 
meral 20, or the section of the form 20 and 21, will you look 
at the initials “T. H.” appearing on this exhibit and 

404 state whether those are your initials written in your 
handwriting? 

The Witness: I don’t believe I can truthfully say. 

The Court: Very well. Step down. 


DOLORES PALMER HOPSON, 

the plaintiff herein, being called as a witness on behalf of 
the defendant, and having been heretofore sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 


EXAMINATION 
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405 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Were you a resident of the State of Maryland when 
you filed these proceedings? A. I was living there tempo¬ 
rarily. 

Q. Does paragraph 1 state that you were living there 
temporarily? A. I don’t believe it says that exactly. It 
says I am residing there. 

Q. And doesn’t it say you were a resident of the 

406 State of Maryland? A. Yes, sir, that is what it says. 

Q. Was your child with you in Maryland at that 
time? A. To the best of my knowledge she was. 


408 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Mrs. Hopson, I ask you to look at Plaintiff’s Exhibit 
18, and in look at that—may I have a minute—I ask you 
this question; when was this copy made ? A. I think it was 
in December of 1951 but I am not quite certain as to the 
month. 

409 Q. And who made this copy? A. I had it made. 

Q. Where did you have it made? A. I don’t he- 

member. • 


By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Now, from what were these papers made? A. I with¬ 
drew Lieutenant Hopson’s entire 201 file. 

The Court: Just answer the question. 

The Witness: His 201 file from the Air Adjutant General 
in the Pentagon; as a matter of fact I sent for it. 

By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Who authorized you to send for these papers? A. I 
was authorized to withdraw all records of personnel of 
anybody in the Air Force. 
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410 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Again I ask yon where were these photostats made? 
A. I don’t remember where they were made. 

Q. Were they made in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, 
they were. 

Q. I believe you stated that you took the file with you 
at home. A. I took the file out of the building. 


Q. Isn’t it a fact, Mrs. Hopson, that on Plaintiff’s Ex¬ 
hibit 17—I will withdraw that. 

Under Plaintiff’s Exhibit 23, isn’t it a fact that when 
you withdrew the records you inserted this paper in there? 
A. Oh, Mr. Di Leo, it isn’t a fact. I resent your implica¬ 
tion. 


412 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Did you retype and have photostated Report of Medi¬ 
cal History? A. Absolutely not. I wouldn’t even think 
of it. 

Q. You stated you had these photostated in December 
1951 ? A. I think that was the month. 


417 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Did you withdraw Lieutenant Hopson’s records, per¬ 
sonal records, from the Government for your own personal 
use? A. I had them photostated. I didn’t withdraw them, 
unless you mean temporarily. 

Q. Did you use them for your own personal use in this 
case? A. Yes, I did. 

418 By Mr. Di Leo: 

Q. Do you have an automobile now? A. Yes; it isn’t 
mine. 

Q. Whose car is it? A. Mr. Palumbo’s. 
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Q. Mr. Palumbo’s? A. Yes. 

Q. Is that your former husband? A. Yes. 

Q. Where is this car at this time? A. in Tucson. 

Q. In Tucson? A. Yes. 

Q. And wasn’t that given to you last year as a gift by 
Mr. Palumbo? A. It was given with the understanding 
that I would use it until I got on my feet and could get a 
car of my own. He had three cars and he offered to let me 
use his. 

Q. That was a brand new 1951 ? A. Yes, he is a Mercury 
agent. It is a dealer’s car, I think. 


419 The Court: The Court believes it would be well 
for the plaintiff, since the plaintiff originally produced 
those records, to call back to the stand the witness Wendell 
S. Walker who produced what he described as the 201 file 
for the defendant, since the authenticity of the plaintiff’s 
Exhibit 18 that has been placed in question by the intro¬ 
duction of defendant’s exhibit, I think the file should be 
brought back to the Court for further examination. 

423 Thereupon— 

WENDELL S. WALKER, 

a witness heretofore called on behalf of the plaintiff, being 
recalled, and having been heretofore sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Mr. Walker, do you have the 201 file of Lieutenant 
Tasanilla Hopson with you ? A. I do. 

The Court: Just a minute, is this Mr. Wendell S. Walker 
who testified in this case earlier in the week? 

Mr. Tausig: Yes, sir, the same gentleman. 
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By Mr. Tausig: 

424 Q. Your name is Wendell S. Walker. A. That is 
correct. 

Q. Will you open that file and see whether you can find a 
report or a record of a physical examination of First Lieu¬ 
tenant Tasanilla Hopson on January 16, 1951! A. I have 
a report of medical examination and the report of medical 
history both dated 16 January 1951. 

The Court: The Clerk will mark these documents as an 
exhibit so that the record will show what is being discussed, 
as Court’s Exhibit No. 1 for identification. 

(Thereupon, Report of Medical Examination and Report 
of Medical History was marked Court’s Exhibit No. 1 for 
identification.) 

• ••••••••• 

439 The Court: The Court is going to accept in evi¬ 
dence the Court’s Exhibit No. 1. The Court will 

permit counsel for either the plaintiff or the defendant to 
state for the record any objections they want to make to 
the admission of that record. 

Is there any objection on the part of the plaintiff? 

Mr. Tausig: I have none. 

Mr. Di Leo: I have none. 

The Court: Very well, the exhibit will be admitted. 

• ••••••••• 

440 Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, a question has just oc¬ 
curred to me, not with regard to this particular medi¬ 
cal form but a form that is in that file. I am not sure 
whether it is proper for me to ask such a question at this 
time, or not. I would like to ask the Court’s advice. 

The Court: What is the nature of the question? 

Mr. Tausig: Your Honor, the main concern here, or one 
of the main concerns with regard to this medical report and' 
to its authenticity is whether the defendant in this case 
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lists a child, and I would like to find out on the form which 
I introduced for identification yesterday, a photostat, and 
which we couldn’t get into evidence because the de- 

441 fendant said he couldn’t identify it, I would like to 
find out whether the original of that form is in this 

file and see whether he does list his child on that form. 
The Court: You may ask the question. 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Mr. Walker, I ask you to look in your 201 file and see 
whether you can find a Form 93 filled out in April, 1951. A. 
I have a Form 93 dated 18 April 1951. 

Mr. Tausig: May I have that marked for identification, 
please, sir? 

The Court: You may. 

(Document, Form 93 dated April 18, 1951, was marked 
Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 33 for identification.) 

By Mr. Tausig: 

Q. Now, Mr. Walker, will you identify this form by read¬ 
ing at the top what it says? A. It is titled a record of emer¬ 
gency data for the Armed Forces of the United States. 
Information included on this form, designate all your bene¬ 
ficiaries of life insurance policies. 

Q. Now, I refer you on that form to paragraph 7 and 
ask you to read the entries there, what it asks for and what 
the entries are. A. Item 7 is titled children or child; 

442 the line thereunder has first name, middle name, last 
name. The only entry is the word ‘ ‘ None. * ’ 

Q. Now, what is the date of this form? A. This form is 
dated 18 April 1951. 

Q. And whose signature does it bear? A. There is a 
signature Tasanilla Hopson. 

Mr. Tausig: I have no further questions, Your Honor. I 
ask that this be introduced in evidence. 

• • • • • • • • . • • 
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The Court: It will be admitted. Mark the exhibit. 
(Document entitled Form 93 dated April 18, 1951 was by 
the Court received in evidence as Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 
33.) 

• ••••••••• 

443 Mr. Walker: I have been directed to return all 
medical records. I called the Adjutant General, I called a 
representative and he directed me to inform the Court they 
would prefer the Court getting photostats at the earliest 
date and returning the originals to the files. 

The Court: The Court will return the originals to you 
today. The Court believes this to be evidential evidence in 
this case. The officer himself has already introduced in evi¬ 
dence what he says is a copy of the medical history. The 
officer’s wife, former wife, has introduced what is de¬ 
scribed as the identical photostat, a copy of the original 
medical history, consequently it is for the Court to deter¬ 
mine which is the original. 

You may remain in court if you wish until the determina¬ 
tion and they will be returned to you. 

• ••••••••• 

444 The Court: Mr. Di Leo, before you continue your 
argument, you may make a tender of the evidence 

you expected to introduce with reference to the plaintiff’s 
Pennsylvania divorce, confining your tender to those mat¬ 
ters which you believe will tend to affect the credibility. 

Mr. Di Leo: I have here, Your Honor, which has been 
already penciled Defendant’s Exhibit No. 2, and this has 
not been identified, Your Honor, I would like to have that 
identified. Defendant’s Exhibit No. 20 for identification. 

(Document entitled In the Court of Common Pleas for 
the County of Philadelphia, September Term 1944, Action 
between Dolores Palumbo, libelant, and Francis Palumbo, 
respondent, was marked Defendant’s Exhibit No. 20 for 
identification.) 
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The Court: Anything else? 

Mr. Di Leo: Yes, Your Honor, the decree, sir, the find¬ 
ings, I would like to have that marked for identification. 

• ••••••••• 

445 The Court: What would your cross-examination 
elicit as to the true facts with reference to the con¬ 
flicting pleadings, in other words, the fact that the plaintiff 
in that action said one thing and the defendant said another 
would not be conclusive of anything. 

Mr. Di Leo: The fact is that the former husband ob¬ 
tained the decree on the strength of his pleadings. 

• ••••••••• 

446 The Court: And the difference in the two is the 
date of desertion? 

Mr. Di Leo: Yes, sir, and apparently a year apart. 

The Court: Very well, you have made your point. 

• ••••••••• 

(Thereupon, counsel concluded their arguments, follow¬ 
ing which the Court made the following finding:) 

Tamm, J.: In the present action the plaintiff seeks to 
obtain maintenance for herself and minor child under the 
provisions of Section 415 of Title 16 of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia code which provides that whenever any husband 
shall fail or refuse to maintain his wife and minor child 
this Court shall have jurisdiction and authority to award 
to a wife and children appropriate maintenance. 

The defendant in the case denies that he has the status 
of husband in so far as this plaintiff is concerned and relies 
in this regard upon a Florida divorce which he obtained in 
June, that is on June 12th or 13th, 1950. 

447 The case accordingly presents the question of 
whether the defendant’s divorce is, in the eyes of 

this Court, a valid one which, in turn, raises the question 
of whether the plaintiff in this action may challenge the 
legality of the defendant’s Florida divorce. 


In addition there is raised in the case by the pleadings, 
and by argument, the question of whether the Court has 
jurisdiction in the first place to maintain this action be¬ 
cause of the plaintiff’s residence from time to time in 
Maryland or Virginia, and because of the defendant’s de¬ 
nial of any residence in the District of Columbia. The 
Court in this regard points out that apparently the juris¬ 
dictional question has been before the Court in the past 
since the transcript I have here of a hearing on August 25, 
1950, before Judge Bumita Matthews of this Court indi¬ 
cates that at that time a challenge was directed to the juris¬ 
diction of this Court to maintain this action and that subse¬ 
quent Judge Mathews granted the plainiff’s then prayer 
for pendente lite relief. The Court consequently states that 
the question of jurisdiction of the Court has been deter¬ 
mined by a Judge of this Court. It is improper, conse¬ 
quently, for me to go further into the question of jurisdic¬ 
tion to try the case. 

The next point in the case is whether the Court is re¬ 
quired by the full faith and credit clause of the Constitu¬ 
tion, that is, Article IV of Section I of the Constitu- 
448 tion, to accept the Florida divorce of the defendant 
or whether the plaintiff has a right to challenge the 
legality of this divorce. Of course, the District of Colum¬ 
bia is within the same status as the States of the United 
States in so far as the full faith and credit clause is con¬ 
cerned, there being both juridicial determination and statu¬ 
tory enactment upon that point, so that the status of the 
Disrict of Columbia is the same as any State of the Union 
in its necessity for affording full faith and credit to the 
valid decrees of other States. 

The plaintiff is required to establish her right to chal¬ 
lenge the legality of the defendant’s Florida divorce. Un¬ 
der a series of decisions in the Supreme Court in the past 
few years the plaintiff may in this case challenge the legal¬ 
ity of the defendant’s divorce if she did not appear in the 
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Florida proceeding and contest the issue of the husband’s 
domicile. This point is established by the case of Sherrer 
v. Sherrer, 334 U.S. 343; or if she did not appear in Flor¬ 
ida and admit her domicile there, that is the case of Coe v. 
Coe, also 334 U.S. 378; or if she was not personally served 
in the State of Florida, and that is the case of Johnson v. 
Muelberger, 340 U. S. 581, this particular point being set 
forth at page 587. 

It appears that the plaintiff did not appear in Florida. 
It appears that she did not admit the Florida domi- 

449 cile, but appears that she was not personally served 
in the State of Florida. Consequently the Court 

concludes that she has legal status in this Court to chal¬ 
lenge the validity of the defendant’s Florida divorce. 

The burden of overthrowing the Florida divorce is, of 
course, upon the plaintiff. The Supreme Court in the 
Williams case, that is the second Williams case in North 
Carolina, in 325 U.S. 226, says “this burden rests heavily 
upon the assailant of a decree of another Court.” 

The defendant, of course, relies upon his sojourn, or resi¬ 
dence as he describes it, in Florida during the period from 
roughly January 9th or 10th, as a matter of fact, January 
12th to July 13, 1950. The Florida statute requires a per¬ 
son before obtaining a divorce to have resided 90 days in 
the State of Florida before the filing of a bill of complaint. 
There are a number of decisions of the Florida Supreme 
Court in which it is held that there must he a bona fide 
intention to obtain or to establish a residence in Florida. 

The case of Ogden v. Ogden, 159 FIs. 604, seems to sum¬ 
marize the law of Florida when the Supreme Court says: 

“One establishing his residence in Florida for the pur¬ 
pose of securing a divorce must do so with bona fide intent 
to make it permanent and its establishment is a 

450 prerequisite to fixing jurisdiction of the Court over 
the subject matter of a divorce suit.” 

The defendant on examination says that he went to 
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Florida with the intention of remaining there. He says 
also that he went to Florida for the purpose of going to 
school under the G.I. Bill of Rights. There is a long line, 
or a rather long line of decisions which says the entering 
into the State of Florida for the purpose of attending school 
is not sufficient in itself to establish a legal residence with¬ 
out other intention to remain. 

Contrasted to the defendant’s oral statement on the wit¬ 
ness stand in this regard is the plaintiff’s statement that 
the defendant told her he was going to Florida to get a 
divorce. More important, however, to the Court than the 
oral testimony upon this point is the documentary evidence 
of the plaintiff which the Court must consider in the light 
of the fact that the letters, particularly of the defendant, 
were written spontaneously at a time when at least the 
present action could no have been reasonably contemplated. 

The Court finds serious and grievous conflict between 
the defendant’s statement of his intention in going to 
Florida and the documentary evidence introduced by the 
plaintiff. As a matter of fact, the Court reluctantly com¬ 
ments on the fact that the defendant has not made what 
the Court considers a credible witness. He has at- 
451 tempted very obviously to evade what the Court must 
consider pertinent questions, so much so that the 
Court must comment that the defendant is obviouslv not 
telling the truth. 

Upon the basis of this rather cursory presentation of the 
reasons behind the Court’s ruling in this case, and taking 
into consideration the grave responsibility the plaintiff has 
of maintaining the burden of proof, the heavy burden of 
proof placed upon her by the Williams case, and by the case 
of Esenwein v. Commonwealth, 325 U.S. 279, the Court is, 
upon the basis of the evidence before it, satisfied that the 
Florida divorce was not valid against this plaintiff. 

The Court accordingly believes the plaintiff has estab- 
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fished her status as a wife in this case and is entitled to 
maintenance from the defendant. 

The Court will allow the plaintiff for maintenance for 
herself and child an allowance of $110 a month, and will 
award counsel fees to plaintiff’s counsel in the amount of 
$350. 

• •••••!••• 

454 Filed Sep. 9,1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk. 

In the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia 

Delores Palmer Hopson, Plaintiff, v. Tasanilla Hopson, 
Defendant. Civil Action No. 3033-50. 

Washington, D. C. Friday, August 25, 1950. 

The above-entitled action came on for hearing on motion 
for maintenance and custody pendente lite before the Hon. 
Bumita Shelton Matthews, United States District Judge, 
at 10 o’clock a.m. 

Appearances: On behalf of the Plaintiff: Charles M. 
Walker, Esq. On behalf of the Defendant: Joseph Di Leo, 
Esq. 

455 PROCEEDINGS 

The Court: Both of them are now living and resident 
in the District? 

Mr. Walker: No, only the plaintiff. 

The Court: I will take the case under advisement. 

Mr. Di Leo: Would Your Honor permit me to make one 
statement? This one statement, counsel is absolutely 
wrong, here is a case filed in July, he knows and his client 
knowns, Your Honor, that he was a resident of Maryland 
when he returned, he resided directly within a block of 
her home. How can he come in here and tell Your Honor 
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they didn't know where he was ? They live within a block 
of each other. She saw him there when he returned from 
Florida. She knows he has never lived in the District 
of Columbia, he knows it, and this woman is not a resident 
of the District of Columbia as of today, she still isn’t a 
resident of the District of Columbia as of today, she still 
isn’t a resident of the District of Columbia, her place is 
still out in Maryland; both are in Maryland as of today. 
She is moving in the District now in some future day, but 
she is still in Maryland as of today and he is in Maryland, 
because he was out there talking to her last Saturday 
within a block of her home. He saw her in the same place, 
both of them are residents of the State of Maryland and 
always have been. 

Mr. Walker: Well, I don’t think her residence is impor¬ 
tant, she can live in California and file suit for sep- 
456 arate maintenance in the District of Columbia, pro¬ 
vided she could get personal service on her husband 

here. 

Mr. Di Leo: They are both in Maryland. 

Mr. Walker: Page 450 of the telephone directory will 
give you the address of Hopson in the District of Columbia. 
I beg the Court’s pardon, but counsel for defendant would 
have it appear this man doesn’t live any place. 

Mr. Di Leo: He is temporarily residing in Maryland. 

The Court: Of what place is he a legal resident, do you 
claim? 

Mr. Di Leo: He is domiciled in Kentucky, adopted Flor¬ 
ida as his home and is going back to it again. 

The Court: How can he be legally domiciled in Kentucky 
and Florida at the same time? 

Mr. Di Leo: His home was originally Kentucky, he adopted 
Florida and went there to get a job to attend a university. 

The Court: I asked you a simple question: Of what place 
is he now a legal resident ? 
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Mr. Di Leo: Florida, and lie is now residing temporarily 
in Maryland awaiting a call to service. He has never lived 
in the District; his client is still in Maryland, never lived 
in the District, she is moving in now as of this week but 
they are still both in Maryland; neither of them live in the 
District; within a block of each other in Maryland. And 
she knew the first day he came back from Florida en 
457 route to Kentucky, she knew he was within that 
block’s radius in Maryland, and he is still in Mary¬ 
land. He has never left Maryland, he has never lived in 
the District, he is working in Maryland and she is too; 
that is the reason, I say, if it please the Court, I think the 
State of Maryland would be the proper place where they 
get the parties all together, she is still resident of Mary¬ 
land. 

Mr. Walker: The only thing I have to say finally is she 
is the plaintiff and that she has the child and the child is 
here and she has filed a suit for separate support and main¬ 
tenance and this is the Court to decide what she is en¬ 
titled to. All these other questions, I think, can be gone 
into on the trial. 

The Court: I am not sure this is the Court. Are you 
familiar with the case of Curley v. Curley decided in June, 
1941, and the District Court was reversed, where neither 
party was a resident of the District. 

Mr. Walker: That is a matter—of course, I will certainly 
not admit that this defendant is not a resident of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, that is the only place you can really tie 
him down. 

The Court: that doesn’t make any difference about that, 
the point is he does have a legal residence and it doesn’t 
seem to be the District of Columbia. You served him here 
and that is about all, and he works here. 

Mr. Walker, it wouldn’t be required that she should 
have to go to Florida and file suit against him there. 
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The Court: Well, he is out in Maryland; she is, too, 

458 according to what has been said here, you allege she 
is domiciled in Maryland. 

Mr. Walker: But she, of course, is in the District of 
Columbia now despite what Mr. DiLeo says, she has moved 
here. 

Mr. Di Leo: That is after the case was filed, she moved 
in the next week; the case was filed in July. 

Mr. Walker: He left the District of Columbia and took 
up transitory residence. 

The Court: I will take it under advisement and if either 
one of you want to submit a memorandum, you may sub¬ 
mit it within four or five days. 

(Whereupon, the foregoing proceedings were concluded.) 

(s) Margaret A. Deeds, Official Court Reporter. 

459 Filed July 14,1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

DELORES PALMER HOPSON, 

216 Audrey Lane, S.E., 

Washington 20, D. C. 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

TASANILLA HOPSON, 

2804 31st Street, S.E., 

Washington, D. C., 

Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 3033-50. 

COMPLAINT FOR MAINTENANCE OF 
WIFE AND MINOR CHILD 

The complaint of the plaintiff, Dolores Palmer Hopson, 
represents to this Honorable Court as follows: 
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1. That she is a citizen of the United States and a resi¬ 
dent of Maryland, now residing at 216 Audrey Lane, S.E., 
Washington 20, D. C., and brings this suit as the wife of 
the defendant, Tasanilla Hopson. 

2. That the defendant is a citizen of the United States, 
and a resident of the District of Columbia. His last known 
address in the District of Columbia was 2804 31st Street, 
S.E., and he is sued herein as husband of plaintiff. 

3. That the plaintiff and defendant were lawfully married 
on the 27th day of October, 1948, and one child has been 
born of this union, a daughter, Dewane, who is one year 
old and who is at present living with plaintiff. 

4. That the defendant has neglected the plaintiff and 
their minor child and has refused to provide a home for 
plaintiff and said minor child. 

5. While plaintiff was in the hospital confined for the 
birth of said minor child, defendant refused to visit plain¬ 
tiff and plaintiff was removed from the hospital by a friend, 

as defendant failed to assist her to leave the hospital 
460 with their minor child, all to plaintiff’s great humilia¬ 
tion and embarrassment. 

5. That defendant wilfully and without cause deserted 
plaintiff on November 23,1948, and has refused to live with 
her since that date, and has refused to contribute to the 
support of plaintiff and the minor child of plaintiff and 
defendant since November, 1949, other than three pay¬ 
ments amounting to a total of $95.00. 

6. That defendant went to the State of Florida in the 
month of January, 1950, after having advised plaintiff that 
he intended to go to Florida and secure a Florida divorce. 
Plaintiff is informed and believes that defendant went to 
Florida and established a fictitious residence for the ex¬ 
press and sole purpose of filing a divorce complaint against 
her and according to a copy of defendant’s complaint in the 
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Circuit Court of the 11th Circuit in and for Dade County, 
Florida, in Chancery, it appears that defendant attempted 
to secure service in said divorce suit by publication against 
plaintiff herein. Plaintiff is informed that said divorce pro¬ 
ceedings instituted by her husband in Florida culminated 
in a decree of divorce dated June 13, 1950. 

7. That plaintiff alleges that the aforesaid decree of 
divorce is null and void and is of no legal effect. 

8. That defendant immediately after having secured the 
aforesaid decree of divorce left the State of Florida and 
went through a marriage ceremony with Mrs. Tony Nieman 
who defendant was seeing prior to leaving for Florida and 
that defendant is now living 'with the said Mrs. Nieman. 

9. That plaintiff is without information as to defendant’s 
present employment, but avers that he is an experienced 
airplane pilot and is capable of earning $500.00 per month. 

WHEREFORE, the premises considered, the plaintiff 
prays as follows: 

461 1. That defendant be ordered to maintain plaintiff 

and the minor child of this marriage. 

2. That plaintiff may have the permanent custody of 
the minor child of this marriage. 

3. That defendant be ordered to pay costs and counsel 
fees of this proceedings. 

And for such other and final relief as to the Court may 
seem meet and just. 

(s) Dolores Palmer Hopson. 

(s) Charles M. Walker, 1406 G. Street, N.W., Washing¬ 
ton 5, D. C., Attorney for Plaintiff. 

District of Columbia ss: 

Dolores Palmer Hopson being first duly sworn on oath 
according to law leposes and says that she has read the 
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foregoing complaint signed by her and knows the contents 
thereof and believes the facts herein stated to be true and 
correct. 

(s) Dolores Palmer Hopson. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in 
and for the District of Columbia, this 10th day of July, 
1950. 

Edith McD. Levy, Notary Public. 

My commission expires October 14, 1950. 


463 Filed July 14, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

AFFIDAVIT OF PLAINTIFF IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
FOR MAINTENANCE PENDENTE LITE 

District of Columbia ss: 

Dolores Palmer Hopson first being duly sworn says upon 
her oath that she is the plaintiff in the above entitled 
cause and that she and defendant Tasanilla Hopson were 
lawfully married on the 27th day of October, 1948, in the 
United States possession of Guam. 

That plaintiff left Guam and returned to the United 
States in order to have the child she was then expecting 
be bom in the United States; that said child was bom in 
the United States and is now one year old. 

That the defendant returned to the United States in 
January of 1949, but refused to provide a home for plain¬ 
tiff and neglected plaintiff in that he did not visit her while 
she was in the hospital for the birth of their child and 
refused to assist her in making arrangements for leaving 
the hospital at 4he end of her confinement, so that to her 
great humiliation and embarrassment she had to enlist 
the aid of friends in order to depart from the hos- 

464 pital with the new-born child of the parties. 

That the plaintiff has at all times been willing to 
live with defendant and to make him a good home and be 
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a dutiful wife, but defendant has failed and refused to 
comply with his obligations as a husband. 

That defendant became interested in another woman dur¬ 
ing the latter part of 1949 and in January of 1950 left the 
District of Columbia and went to Florida for the sole and 
express purpose of securing a Florida divorce. 

That defendant was granted a decree of divorce on 1950, 
as more fully appears from the complaint, based upon a 
fictitious residence claimed and false allegations in a bill 
of complaint for divorce filed in the Circuit Court of the 
11th Judicial Circuit in and for Dade County, Florida, in 
Chancery. 

That since securing the aforesaid “decree of divorce” 
defendant has left the State of Florida and entered into a 
marriage ceremony with the woman he was interested in 
prior to going to Florida and is now living with said other 
woman in the District of Columbia. 

That defendant has made no contribution for her support 
nor for the support of their minor child since November. 

1949, other than three payments amounting to $95.00. 

(s) Dolores Palmer Hopson. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in 
and for the District of Columbia, this 10th day of July, 

1950. 

Edith McD. Levy, Notary Public. 
My commission expires October 14, 1950. 

465 Filed July 31, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

ANSWER TO MOTION FOR MAINTENANCE, 
CUSTODY, ETC., PENDENTE’LITE 

Now comes the defendant and in answer to the motion 
for maintenance and custody pendente lite, respectfully 
shows unto this Honorable Court as follows: • 

1. That on to-wit January 9, 1950, the Defendant re- 
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ceived his discharge from the U. S. Army Air Force after 
seven and one-half years service. That the defendant was 
actively engaged during said period of time as an officer 
on flying status. That the defendant only temporarily 
resided in the District of Columbia from June, 1949, to 
November, 1949, due to the fact that he was stationed at a 
nearby air field as a member of the U. S. Army Air Force 
and never expressed his desire by act or deed to become a 
permanent resident of the District of Columbia. 

2. That on to-wit January 12, 1950, the defendant went 
to Miami, Florida, after obtaining his discharge from the 
service, and the defendant went to Miami, Florida, when 
he then took up his legal residence and with the intention of 
permanently remaining there. That the defendant applied 
to the Veterans Administration under the G.I. Bill to at¬ 
tend the University of Miami. The defendant was in¬ 
formed that he would first have to obtain a certified copy 
of his wife’s former divorce decree in order to enroll him 
under the required conditions. The plaintiff refused to 
forward the defendant the said certified copy of her former 
divorce decree, and as a result, the defendant could not 
enter or enroll at the said University. The defendant then 
obtained a position in Miami with the full intention of mak¬ 
ing Florida his permanent home. That the defendant 

continued at his place of employment from January, 
466 1950, until about June 15, 1950. During this time 

and up to the present time, desires to attend the 
University of Miami. 

3. That the defendant applied for a divorce after having 
been a resident of Florida under the prescribed require¬ 
ments as to residence and obtained a absolute divorce on 
June 13, 1950. That the plaintiff was notified of the ac¬ 
tion taken by the defendant in Florida and that the plain¬ 
tiff wrote the defendant’s attorney in Florida stating 
briefly that she, the plaintiff was not going to contest the 
divorce. A copy of the divorce marked Defendant’s ex- 
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Libit “A” is attached hereto. Under said Florida decree the 
Defendant was ordered to pay the plaintiff $10.00 per week 
beginning with June 15, 1950, for the support and mainte¬ 
nance of their minor child. That the defendant was un¬ 
employed from about June 15, 1950, until about July 14, 
1950. That the defendant intends to abide by the order 
of this Court and pay the sum of $10.00 per week for the 
maintenance of their minor child. That the plaintiff is 
employed at Bolling Field earning approximately $250.00 
per month more or less. 

4. That the defendant returned to the State of Maryland 
due to the fact that his position terminated and also that 
he was en route to Kentucky to visit his parents where he 
was going to remain for a short period of time and then to 
proceed back to Florida to continue his residence. That 
while in the State of Maryland, conditions abroad, in Korea, 
caused the defendant to file his application for return to 
the Army Air Forces as a flyer and is awaiting a call to the 
service as he is an Reserve Officer. That the defendant did 
go to Kentucky to visit his parents and only returned to 
Maryland temporarily, in order that he would be present, 
when called into active service. That this call may come 
any moment as he is fully qualified. 

5. That the plaintiff is a resident of the State of Mary¬ 
land and the defendant is a temporarily resident of the 
State of Maryland. That the defendant was served with 
a copy of the complaint w-hile visiting in the District of 
Columbia. That the plaintiff well knew that the defend¬ 
ant was a resident of Maryland. 

Wherefore, the defendant requests that this motion be 
dismissed for reasons hereinbefore stated. 

(s) Tassanilla Hopson. 

467 Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day 
of July, 1950. 

Francis G. Boswell, Notary Public, D. C. 
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Copy of the foregoing mailed postage pre-paid to Charles 

M. Walker, Esq., Attorney for Plaintiff, 1406 G Street, 

N. W., Washington, D. C., on this 28th day of July, 1950. 

(s) Joseph D. DiLeo, Attorney for Defendant, 
1010 Vermont Ave., N.W., Denrike Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

468 Filed July 31, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 


EXHIBIT A 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA, IN AND FOR 
DADE COUNTY, IN CHANCERY 

Tassanilla Hopson, Plaintiff, 


v. 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, Defendant. 

No. 132 317-E. 

FINAL DECREE OF DIVORCE 

This Cause came on to be heard on Final Hearing before 
the Court, and the Court having heard the testimony of 
the plaintiff and his witnesses, and upon consideration 
thereof, it is 

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, as follows: 

1. That the bonds of matrimony heretobefore and now 
existing between the plaintiff, Tassanilla Hopson, and the 
defendant, Dolores Palmer Hopson, be, and the same are 
hereby, dissolved, and that the plaintiff and defendant are 
divorced, each from the other, A Vinculo Martimonii, and 
the full rights and privilegs of an unmarried persons are 
hereby restored to each of the parties to this cause. 
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2. That the plaintiff, Tassanilla Hopson, be, and he is 
hereby Ordered and Directed To pay to the defendant, 
Delores Palmer Hopson, the sum of Ten ($10.00) Dollars 
each and every week beginning with June 15, 1950, for the 
support and maintenance of Dewane Hopson, the minor 
child of the parties. 

Done and Ordered in the Countv Courthouse in Miami, 
Dade County, Florida, this 13th day of June, A.D. 1950. 

Charles A. Carroll, Circuit Judge. 

469 Filed Aug. 31, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, Plaintiff, 

v. 

Tassanilla Hopson, Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 3033-50. 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, being first duly sworn on oath 
deposes and says that: 

The defendant Tassanilla Hopson lists Murray, Ken¬ 
tucky, as his address with the Department of the Air Force 
according to an official letter dated July 18, 1950, over 
the signature of Lawrence S. Dyer, Captain, USAF, Assist¬ 
ant Air Adjutant General, said letter being attached hereto 
as Exhibit “A”. 

That upon information and belief, plaintiff states that 
said defendant is employed in the District of Columbia at 
“Kitchencraft,” at 1022 18th Street, N.W. 

That plaintiff herein has seen defendant herein from time 
to time driving a 1949 Buick Roadmaster Convertible bear¬ 
ing license No. Michigan, BY 15-53; that upon writing to 
the Secretary of State, Michigan, plaintiff was advised 
that said license tags were registered in the name of Tas- 
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sanilla Hopson, 33445 Morris, Wayne, Michigan, for use on 
the 1949 convertible. 

That defendant herein told plaintiff when he went to 
Florida the only reason he was going was to get a Florida 
divorce from her and that so far as attending the Univer¬ 
sity of Florida was concerned, defendant stated at that time 
that he did not know what his plans for the future were. 

That to the personal knowledge of the plaintiff herein 
the defendant herein lived at 2804-31st. St. S.E. in the 
District of Columbia for a period of approximately six (6) 
months before going to Florida. 

That plaintiff herein moved from 216 Audrey Lane, 
Washington 20, D. C., on 20 July 1950 to 2966-2nd St., S.E., 
Apt. 22, Washington, D. C., and that since 20 July 1950 resi¬ 
dence for plaintiff and minor child of the parties herein, 
Dewane Hopson, has been 2966-2nd St., S.E., Apt. 22; since 
that date plaintiff herein has returned to prior residence 
from time to time in order to sell furnishings therein which 
have been advertised for sale on the Bulletin Board at the 
Pentagon Building, where plaintiff is employed. 

That upon four occasions since filing of complaint for 
maintenance and support action herein, the defendant has 
called affiant on the telephone and has abused affiant by 
making indecent remarks. 

Your affiant believes that if the defendant herein is per¬ 
mitted to evade the jurisdiction of this court plain- 
470 tiff will be left without any means of securing sup¬ 
port for herself and the minor child of the parties 
hereto as he will attempt to flee any jurisdiction he may be 
found in temporarily. 

(s) Dolores Palmer Hopson. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 30th day of Au¬ 
gust, 1950, Washington, D. C. 

Edith McD. Levy, Notary Public. 

My commission expires: October 14, 1950. 
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471 Filed August 31, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

EXHIBIT A 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

Washington, D. C. 

AFCAG-61 W 18 July 1950 

RE: 1st Lt. Tassanilla Hopson. AFSN: AO 2 085 525. 

Mrs. Dolores Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, S.E., Washing¬ 
ton 20, D. C. 

Dear Mrs. Hopson: 

This is in reply to your letter concerning the individual 
named above: 

[x] The latest address of record in this office is: 

Box 229, Murray, Kentucky. 

□ This office has no record that he is now in the Air 
Force. 

Q The Department of the Air Force receives reports 
promptly of serious illness or injury of Air Force personnel 
and the emergency addressee is notified immediately. 

Q The additional information you request is considered 
confidential and is not furnished without the written con¬ 
sent of the individual concerned. 

n U is impossible, from the information furnished, to 
identify him as a member of former member of the Army 
or Air Force. If you will furnish this office with additional 
information, such as full name, serial number of former 
organization and approximate date of assignment thereto, 
a further effort will be made to identify him. 

□ His commanding officer has been directed to advise 
him to write to you. 
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f~] Your letter has been forwarded to his commanding offi¬ 
cer for direct reply to you. 

Sincerly yours, 

(s) Laurence S. Dyer, Captain, U.S.A.F. Asst. Air 
Adjutant General. 

1 Incl Ltr dtd 9 July 50 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, Plaintiff, 


v. 

Tasanilla Hopson, Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 3033-50 

ORDER 

Upon consideration of plaintiff’s Motion for Maintenance, 
Custody of Minor Child, and Court Costs, including Counsel 
Fees, Pendente Lite, and defendant’s Answer, and after 
hearing of argument of counsel in open Court, it is by the 
Court, this 13th day of October, 1950, 

Ordered, 

1. That the custody of the minor child of the parties, 
Dewane Hopson, be and it is hereby awarded to the plain¬ 
tiff, pendente lite. 

2. That defendant, Tasanilla Hopson, be and he is hereby 
ordered and directed to pay to the plaintiff, Dolores Hopson, 
the sum of $50.00 monthly, the said payments to commence 
on the 15th day of October, 1950, and to be payable on the 
15th day of each month thereafter. 

3. That the defendant, Tasanilla Hopson, be and he here¬ 
by is restrained and enjoined, pendente lite, from threaten- 
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ing, molesting, harassing, or in any manner interfering 
with the plaintiff, Dolores Hopson, at any time or place. 

No objection as to form: 

Attorney for Defendant. 

(s) Bumita Shelton Matthews, Judge. 

Copy sent to Attv, for Defendant September 29, 1950. 
Charles M. Walker, Atty. for Plaintiff. 

474 Filed Nov. 4, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORIES UNDER RULE 33 

Now comes Tasanilla Hopson, defendant in the above en¬ 
titled cause and answers as follows: 

1. He is employed by the Kitchen Craft Products Co., as 
salesman. 

2. His monthly income received from said employment 
is about $200.00 a month. 

3. He is paid weekly. 

4. He has no other source of income. 

(s) Tassanilla Hopson. 

Copy of the foregoing mailed postage pre-paid to Charles 
M. Walker, Attorney for Plaintiff, 1406 G St., N.W., Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., on this 3rd day of November, 1950. 

(s) Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 

475 Filed March 1, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Tasanilla Hopson, after being duly sworn on oath ac¬ 
cording to law deposes and says that he is the defendant in 
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the above entitled cause. That he has earned approxi¬ 
mately $147.62 since December, 1950, to the present time. 
That due to illness and his inability to work regularly he 
has been deprived of making a substantial income. That 
he finds that he is unable to meet the present payments 
under a Court order of $50 per month and requests that 
the maintenance payments be substantially reduced in 
order that same may be done to conform with his present 
income. That he finds that he is unable to continue to 
make said payments as ordered by the Court at the present 
time. 

That the plaintiff has been and still is continuing to 
harass, embarrass, and injure the defendant at his place 
of employment and among his immediate relatives and 
friends by means of written words and oral statements 
which will be shown the Court upon the hearing of this 
Motion. That he is requesting this Honorable Court to 
grant him such relief by way of injunction or restraining 
order prohibiting the plaintiff from continuing her past 
actions. 

(s) Tassanilla Hopson. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19th day of March, 
1951. 

Francis G. Boswell, Notary Public, D. C. 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant, 1002 Denrike 

Building, Washington, D. C. 

476 Filed June 15, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

ANSWER TO COMPLAINT FOR MAINTENANCE 

Now comes the defendant, Tasanilla Hopson, and in 
answer to the complaint states unto this Honorable Court 
as follows: 

1. He admits the allegation of citizenship of the plaintiff, 
but denies that she is his wife, as he obtained a divorce 
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in Florida on June 13tli, 1950, while he was employed there. 
That the plaintiff well knew and was informed that he was 
obtaining a divorce, and to which she had consented. 

2. The defendant admits citizenship, but again denies 
that he is the husband of the plaintiff, as set forth in para¬ 
graph one, above, in his answer. 

3. The defendant admits the date of their marriage and 
the birth of their child. He admits that the child resides 
with the plaintiff and that he is contributing the sum of 
$50 per month for the child’s support. Further answering, 
the defendant denies that he had ever lived with the plain¬ 
tiff since the date of their marriage to the date of the 
filing of this answer. That the marriage took place for 
reasons which may be called to the attention of the Court 
upon the hearing of this action. 

4. The defendant denies the allegations contained in para¬ 
graph four of the Complaint and refers the Court to his 
answer in paragraph three, above. 

5. The defendant denies the allegations contained in 
paragraph five of the Complaint and states that he was 
on a flight mission under orders by the United States Air 
Corps at the time the plaintiff w-as hospitalized. Any 
humiliation and embarrassment suffered by the plaintiff, 

if any, was brought about by herself. 

477 5. The defendant denies the allegations contained 

in paragraph five of the plaintiff’s complaint. The 
defendant states that he has never lived with the plain¬ 
tiff, since the date of their marriage, as hereinbefore men¬ 
tioned, which reasons may be called to the attention of the 
Court upon the hearing of this action. That the defendant 
has been and is contributing the sum of $50 per month for 
the maintenance of the child but is not responsible for the 
support of the plaintiff as she is no longer his wife and that 
the plaintiff is employed in the Government at a salary of 
approximately $3,800 a year. 


6. That the defendant did not desert the plaintiff as 
there was no cause for desertion, inasmuch as they have 
never lived together as husband and wife from the date of 
their marriage to the present date. The defendant admits 
that he went to Florida in January, 1950, to attend school 
at the University of Miami and also to seek employment, 
which he did obtain. That he was refused admittance to 
the University of Miami due to the failure of the plain¬ 
tiff to provide him with the necessary papers and informa¬ 
tion in order to gain admittance. That he did apply for 
a divorce while he was employed in Florida, with full 
knowledge and consent of the plaintiff. That the defend¬ 
ant denies all other allegations contained in paragraph 
six which are not admitted. 

7. The defendant denies the allegations set forth in para¬ 
graph seven of the Complaint and demands strict proof 
thereof. 

8. That the defendant neither admits nor denies the al¬ 
legations contained in paragraph eight of the Complaint. 

9. The defendant denies the allegations contained in 
paragraph nine of the Complaint. Further answering said 
paragraph, the defendant has been and still is willing to 
contribute the sum of $50 per month for the maintenance 
of the said child, but denies that he is obligated to the plain¬ 
tiff in any form whatever. 

Wherefore, the defendant having answered demands that 
this action be dismissed insofar as the plaintiff is con¬ 
cerned, but he is willing to support the child as herein¬ 
before stated. 

(s) Tasanilla Hopson. 

47S Subscribed and sworn to before me this 15th day 
of June, 1951. 

(s) Mabel L. Clopton, Notary Public, Washington, 

D. C. 
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Copy of the foregoing mailed postage prepaid to John 
G. Tausig, Attorney for plaintiff, 1511 K St., N.W., Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., on this 15th day of June, 1951. 

(s) Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant, 1002 
Denrike Building, Washington, D. C. 

529 Filed Nov. 30, 1951. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

ORDER 

Upon consideration of plaintiff’s Motion to Adjudicate 
Defendant in Contempt and to Increase Maintenance Pen¬ 
dente Lite and the affidavit in support thereof, the De¬ 
fendant’s Answer to the Motion, the report and recom¬ 
mendation of the Domestic Relations Commissioner and 
oral argument by counsel for both parties, it is on this 
30th day of November, 1951, 

Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed: (1) That the plaintiff’s 
Motion to Adjudicate Defendant in Contempt is hereby 
denied. (2) The plaintiff’s Motion to Require the Defend- 
and to Pay an increased amount of maintenance Pendente 
Lite for the support of the minor child of the parties is 
hereby granted, and the defendant is ordered to pay the 
plaintiff $65 per month as maintenance pendente lite for the 
support of the aforesaid minor child, said $65 per month 
payments to be made on the first day of each and every 
month hereafter. 

No Objection. 

F. Dickinson Letts, Judge. 
Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 

530 Filed Nov. 30, 1951. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

ORDER 

Upon consideration of the plaintiff’s Motion for Recon¬ 
sideration of the Court’s Decision on Plaintiff’s Motion to 
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Increase Maintenance Pendente lite and the Answer of the 
defendant to said motion, it is on this 30th day of November, 
1951, Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that the plaintiff’s 
motion is overruled. 

No objection. 


F. Dickinson Letts, Judge. 


Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 

531 Filed May 26, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 




FINDINGS OF FACT 

This cause of action came on to be heard on the 5th day 
of May, 1952, upon the demands set forth in the plaintiff’s 
Complaint that (1) the defendant be required to maintain 
and support the plaintiff, as defendant’s lawful wife, and 
also to maintain and support Dewane Hopson, the minor 
child of the parties hereto, that (2) the plaintiff be granted 
permanent custody of said minor child and that (3) the de¬ 
fendant be required to pay plaintiff’s counsel fees and court 
costs; and upon the defendant’s Answer to the plaintiff’s 
Complaint wherein the defendant admitted his marriage to 
the plaintiff and his obligation to maintain and support 
Dewane Hopson, the minor child born of said marriage, but 
denied his obligation to maintain and support the plaintiff 
for the reason that the plaintiff was no longer the wife of 
the defendant, the defendant having obtained a decree of 
divorce against the plaintiff on June 13, 1950 in the Cir¬ 
cuit Court of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 
in and for Dade County in Chancery; and upon consid¬ 
eration of the pleadings and the evidence adduced at the 
hearing from May 5 to May 9, 1952, the Court finds as 
facts: 

(1) That by a pleading filed in opposition to the plain¬ 
tiff’s motion for maintenance pendente lite, the defendant 
in July, 1950, contended that this Court should deny juris- 
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diction over this cause of action and on August 25, 1950, 
this jurisdictional question was presented in oral argument 
to another judge of this Court who took the matter 
532 under advisement and thereafter, in granting the 
plaintiff’s motion for maintenance pendente lite, on 
September 11,1950, determined that this Court should exer¬ 
cise jurisdiction over this cause of action. 

(2) That the plaintiff and defendant were lawfully mar¬ 
ried in Guam on October 27,1948. 

(3) That one child, Dewane Hopson, was bom of said 
marriage, is now three (3) years old and has always been 
in the plaintiff’s custody. 

(4) That in January, 1949, both the plaintiff and defend¬ 
ant had returned to the United States and thereafter the de¬ 
fendant failed and refused to live with and provide a home 
for the plaintiff and after the birth of their child, Dewane 
Hopson, the defendant failed and refused to live with and 
provide a home for the plaintiff and said child. 

(5) That at the time of the filing of this action the de¬ 
fendant was living at 4920 Deal Drive, Oxen Hill, Mary¬ 
land, just across the District line; that at the time of the 
filing of this action the plaintiff and the minor child of the 
parties hereto were living at 206 Audrey Lane, Oxen Hill, 
Maryland, which is just across the District line; that the 
plaintiff was employed by the United States Government in 
the District of Columbia; and that within a few weeks after 
the commencement of this action, the plaintiff and minor 
child moved into the District of Columbia and continued to 
live here until January, 1952. 

That the plaintiff and defendant have never lived to¬ 
gether in the District of Columbia, but the defendant lived 
in the District of Columbia from about May to December, 
1949, while on active duty as a reserve officer at Andrews 
Field; and that the defendant claims that he was living 
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at a B.O.Q. on Andrews Field for about one month prior 
to his release from active duty on January 9,1950. 

(6) That in 1950 the defendant went to Florida and 
claims he went there for the purpose of attending school 
and with the intent ot establish a permanent domicile in 

that State, but this alleged intent of the defendant 
533 cannot be reconciled with the contents of documen¬ 
tary evidence introduced at trial disprove the de¬ 
fendant’s alleged intent to establish a permanent domicile 
in Florida, and disclose that he not only never changed his 
Air Force records to indicate Florida as his residence but 
continued in various documents to claims as his permanent 
resident places other than Florida. 

(7) That the defendant did not make a credible witness, 
particularly when testifying with regard to his alleged in¬ 
tent to establish a permanent domicile in Florida. His 
demeanor on the witness stand was that a a person obvi¬ 
ously not telling the truth, evading direct answers to the 
questions, and otherwise failing to convince the Court of 
the truthfulness of his statements. 

(8) That on the 26th day of April, 1950, Tasanilla Hop- 
son commenced action No. 132317-E for divorce against 
Delores Palmer Hopson in the Circuit Court of the Eleventh 
Judicial Circuit in and for Dade County, Florida, in Chan¬ 
cery, and said action culminated on June 13, 1950 in a 
decree of divorce in favor of Tasanilla Hopson against 
Delores Palmer Hopson. 

(9) That in the above-mentioned Florida divorce action 
service of the Summons and Complaint was not made upon 
Delores Palmer Hopson personally in the State of Florida 
and she did not file answer in proper person or by counsel 
or otherwise submit herself to the jurisdiction of the Flor¬ 
ida Court, although a copy of the complaint was mailed to 
her in the Metropolitan Area of the District of Columbia. 

(10) That when Tasanilla Hopson went to Florida in 
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1950, when he commenced the above-mentioned Florida 
divorce proceeding and when said divorce proceeding culmi¬ 
nated in a decree of divorce he had no intention of estab¬ 
lishing a permanent domicile in the State of Florida. 

534 (11) That Tasanilla Hopson departed from the 

State of Florida on June 13, 1950, the date he ob¬ 
tained the above-mentioned Florida divorce decree, and 
has not returned to Florida since that time. He returned 
to the Metropolitan Area of the District of Columbia where 
he remained for approximately one week; that the former 
Mrs. Neiman, nee Ruth Gygar, was living in the District of 
Columbia during this time; that the former Mrs. Neiman, 
nee Ruth Gygar, and the defendant went to Indiana and 
executed a marriage application in that State on June 23, 

1950 and were married in that State on June 25, 1950. 
Whereupon they travelled to Kentucky and Michigan and 
then returned to the District of Columbia on or about the 
first week of July, 1950; that the defendant made applica¬ 
tion to rent an apartment in the Glassmanor Apartments, 
Oxen Hill, Maryland on July 7, 1950 and has been living at 
that address since July 8,1950; that the defendant was em¬ 
ployed as a salesman by Kitchen Craft Products Company 
in the District of Columbia during the latter part of 1950 
and the early part of 1951 and w-as recalled to active duty 
as a 1st Lieutenant in the United States Air Force in April, 

1951 and continued to be on such active status on May 5, 

1952 when this cause of action was reached for hearing. 

(12) That the plaintiff and minor child lived in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia from a few weeks after the commencement 
of this action until January, 1952, during which time the 
plaintiff was continuously employed by the United States 
Government; that in January, 1952, the plaintiff’s employ¬ 
ment with the United States Government was transferred 
to Tucson, Arizona and at that time she moved with the 
minor child to Tucson, Arizona for the purpose of taking 
up her employment there, and has lived there with the 
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minor child continuously from January, 1952 to May 5, 
1952; but the plaintiff claims that she intends to retain the 
District of Columbia as her permanent residence and per¬ 
manent place of abode. 

535 CONCLUSIONS OP LAW 

The Court concludes as follows: 

(1) That this. Court through another judge having deter¬ 
mined on September 11, 1950 that it should exercise juris¬ 
diction over this case, such determination became the law 
of the case. 

(2) That inasmuch as Delores Palmer Hopson was not 
served personally in the State of Florida with the Summons 
and Complaint instituting the above-mentioned Florida di¬ 
vorce action and inasmuch as she did not submit herself to 
the jurisdiction of the Florida Court, she has the legal 
status to prosecute an action in this Court for maintenance 
and support, as the wife of Tasanilla Hopson. 

(3) That while the United States Constitution, Article 
IV, Section I, requires the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia to give full faith and credit to the 
judicial proceedings of the State of Florida, since the above- 
mentioned Florida divorce decree was entered after pro¬ 
ceedings in which Delores Palmer Hopson did not partici¬ 
pate and was not given full opportunity to contest the 
jurisdictional issues, the requirements of full faith and 
credit do not preclude this Court from subjecting said 
Florida divorce decree to collateral attack by readjudicat¬ 
ing the existence of jurisdictional facts. 

(4) That even if Tasanilla Hopson went to the State of 
Florida in 1950 with the bona fide intent to go to school in 
that State, such fact does not in and of itself establish a 
bona fide intent to establish a permanent domicile in the 
State of Florida. 
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(5) That inasmuch as Tasanilla Hopson did not establish 
a permanent domicile in the State of Florida in 1950, the 
Circuit Court of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida, 
in and for Dade County in Chancerry, did not have jurisdic¬ 
tion to grant Tasanilla Hopson a decree of divorce 

536 against Delores Palmer Hopson on June 13, 1950, 
and said decree of divorce is invalid in the District 

of Columbia. 

(6) That Delores Palmer Hopson continues to be the 
lawful wife of Tasanilla Hopson and he has a legal obliga¬ 
tion to maintain and support her, as well as their minor 
child. 

Judgement should be entered as aforesaid. 

Edward A. Tamm, Judge. 

Dated: May 26,1952. 

537 Filed May 26, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

*••••••••• 

JUDGMENT FOR MAINTENANCE AND CUSTODY 

This cause of action came on to be heard at this term of 
Court upon the demands set forth in the plaintiffs Com¬ 
plaint that (1) the defendant be required to maintain and 
support the plaintiff, as defendant’s lawful wife, and also to 
maintain and support Dewane Hopson, the minor child of 
the parties hereto, that (2) the plaintiff be granted perma¬ 
nent custody of said minor child and that (3) the defend¬ 
ant be required to pay plaintiff’s counsel fees and court 
costs; and upon the defendant’s Answer to the plaintiff’s 
Complaint wherein the defendant admitted his marriage 
to the plaintiff and his obligation to maintain and support 
Dewane Hopson, the minor child bom of said marriage, but 
denied his obligation to maintain and support the plain¬ 
tiff for the reason that the plaintiff was no longer the 
wife of the defendant, the defendant having obtained a 
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decree of divorce against the plaintiff on June 13, 1950, in 
the Circuit Court of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida, 
in and for Dade County in Chancery; and as shown by the 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law filed herein, the 
Court concluded, after consideration of the pleadings and 
the evidence adduced at the hearing from May 5 to May 
9, 1952, that the above-mentioned Florida divorce decree 
was invalid in the District of Columbia and that the plain¬ 
tiff continues to be the lawful wife of the defendant and 
that the defendant is obligated to maintain and support 
her, as well as their minor child. 

538 It is, therefore, by this Court this 26th day of 
May, 1952 Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed, as fol¬ 
lows : 

(1) That permanent custody of Dewane Hopson, the 
minor child of the parties hereto, is hereby awarded to the 
plaintiff. 

(2) That the defendant is hereby ordered to pay the 
plaintiff $110.00 per month for the maintenance and sup¬ 
port of the plaintiff and their minor child, said $110.00 pay¬ 
ments to be made on the first day of June, 1952, and on the 
first day of each and every month thereafter. 

(3) That the defendant is hereby ordered to pay counsel 
fees in the amount of $350.00 to plaintiff’s counsel, John 
Gever Tausig. 

(4) That the defendant is hereby ordered to pay plaintiff 
the taxable court costs incurred by her in this proceeding. 

Edward A. Tamm, Judge. 

Seen: 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 

539 Filed May 27, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 
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MOTION FOR A NEW TRIAL 

Now comes the defendant, through his attorney of record, 
and moves this Honorable Court for a new trial in the 
above entitled cause and for reasons states as follows: 

1. The verdict was contrary to the law. 

2. The verdict was contrary to the evidence. 

3. The verdict was contrary to the weight of the evidence. 

4. It was error for the Court to fail to direct a verdict in 
favor of the defendant at the close of the plaintiffs case. 

5. It was error for the Court to fail to direct a verdict 
in favor of the defendant at the close of the evidence. 

6. That the Court had no jurisdiction over the subject 
matter and the parties. 

7. That the Court did not have jurisdiction to deter¬ 
mine the validity or invalidity of the Florida decree. 

8. And for such other and further reasons as may be 
presented at the hearing of this motion. 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant, 1010 
Vermont Avenue, N.W. 

To: John Geyer Tausig, Attorney for Plaintiff, 1039 Contin¬ 
ental Building. 

Denied. Tamm, J. May 28, 1952. 

The rules of this Court require that if you oppose the 
granting of this motion, you shall, within 5 days of the 
date of service of the copy of said motion upon you, or 
such further time as the Court may grant, or as the parties 
to this suit may agree upon, file in reply with the 
540 Clerk of said Court a statement of the points and 
authorities upon which you rely, and serve a copy 
thereof upon counsel for the defendant herein. 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 
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Copy of the foregoing Motion for a New Trial served per¬ 
sonally on Mr. John Tausig, Attorney for Plaintiff, 1039 
Continental Building, Washington, D. C., on this 27th day 
of May, 1952. 

Joseph D. Di Leo. 

541 Filed June 3, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 


MOTION TO AMEND FINDINGS OF FACTS AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND FINAL 
JUDGMENT ENTERED HEREIN 

Defendant moves the Court to amend the findings of facts 
and conclusions of law, and final judgment herein, and for 
grounds therefor refers to the points and authorities hereto 
attached, made a part hereof by reference, and asked to be 
read as such. 

The rules of this Court require that if you oppose the 
granting of this motion you, or vour counsel, shall within 
Five Days from date of service of copy of the motion upon 
you, or such further time as said Court may grant, or as 
the parties to this action may agree upon, file in reply 
with the Clerk of this Court a statement of the points and 
authorities upon which you rely, and serve copy thereof 
upon counsel herein. 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant, 1002 
Denrike Building. 

Copy of the foregoing motion was mailed, postage pre¬ 
paid, to plaintiff’s attorney or record, this 2 day of June, 
1952. 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 
Denied. Tamm, J. 6/6/52. 

543 Filed July 11, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
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POINTS UPON WHICH DEFENDANT INTENDS 

TO EELY 

1. The Court erred in holding that the District Court of 
the United States for the District of Columbia had juris¬ 
diction of the parties in this case. 

2. The Court erred in holding that this complaint was 
properly filed under the law of the District of Columbia 
and that it had jurisdiction to hear and determine the 
issues involved. 

3. The Court erred in failing to find that defendant’s legal 
domicile was in Florida. 

4. The Court erred in refusing to recognize the decree 
of divorce issued to the defendant in this case in Florida as 
a matter of comity. 

5. That the Court erred in holding that the defendant 
had gone to Florida for the sole purpose of obtaining a 
divorce with no intention of establishing a permanent resi¬ 
dence even for an indefinite period of time. 

6. The Court erred in refusing to give full faith and 
credit to the decree of the Florida Court. 

7. The Court erred in its refusal to hold that the plain¬ 
tiff had failed to carry the burden of proof in attacking 
the foreign decree. 

8. The Court erred in its refusal to apply the doctrine of 
forum non conveniens. 

9. The Court erred in its refusal to dismiss plaintiff’s 
complaint, and in rendering a judgment for plaintiff. 

10. The Court erred in holding Florida divorce invalid as 
the plaintiff’s prayers did not include a request for such 
a finding. 

11. The Court erred in its refusal to grant defendant’s 
motion for a new trial, or to amend findings of fact and 



131 


conclusions of law, or to make new findings and conclu¬ 
sions and direct the entry of a new judgment for 

544 defendant, and in overruling said motion. 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 

Copy of the foregoing served personally on Mr. John 
Geyer Tausig, Attorney for Plaintiff, Investment Building, 
Washington, D. C., on this 10th day of July, 1952. 

Joseph D. Di Leo. 

Service acknowledged: (s) John Gever Tausig. 

545 Filed July 11, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 


DESIGNATION OF RECORD 

To the Clerk of the District Court of the United States 
for the District of Columbia: 

You are hereby requested to prepare, certify, and trans¬ 
mit to the Clerk of the United States Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia, with reference to the notice of ap¬ 
peal heretobefore filed by the defendant in the above cause, 
transcript of the record in the above cause, prepared and 
transmitted as required by law and by rules of said Court, 
and to include in said transcript of record the following 
documents, or certified copies thereof, to-wit: 

1. Complaint. 

2. Answer to Complaint, with caption. 

3. Plaintiffs motion for maintenance, filed on July 14, 

1950. 

4. Defendants answer to motion for maintenance, filed 
July 31, 1950. 

5. Plaintiff’s motion to increase alimony, filed August 31, 

1951. 




6. Defendants answer to motion to increase alimony, filed 
September 11, 1951. 

7. Court Order of Judge Letts, dated November 30, 1951. 

S. Findings of fact and conclusions of law, dated May 
26,1952. 

9. Judgment. 

10. Motion for New Trial and Motion to Amend Findings 
of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

11. Order overruling motion for New Trial, or to Amend 
Findings of Fact and conclusions of law. 

12. Notice of Appeal, dated June 24, 1952. Bond on Ap¬ 
peal Filed. 

13. Statement of Points on which Defendant intends to 
rely upon appeal and assignment or errors. 

14. This Designation of Record. 

546 15. Order in Original Exhibits: 

1) Plaintiffs exhibit #18 (Report of Medical Ex¬ 
amination). 

2) Plaintiffs exhibit #23 (Application for Enlisted 
Status). 

3) Defendants exhibit #1 (Certificate of Marriage). 

4) Defendants exhibit #2 Divorce proceedings. 

5) Defendants exhibit #4 (Letter, Ptff. to Page, Sig- 
man & Gilbert). 

6) Defendant exhibit #5 (envelope). 

7) Defendants exhibit #6 (envelope). 
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8) Defendants exhibit #7 (envelope). 

9) Defendants exhibit #8 (Letter, Ptff. to Mrs. Hale). 

10) Defendants exhibit #9 (Post Card, U. S. Court to 
Defendant). 

11) Defendants exhibit #11 (Report of Medical History 
of Defendant). 

12) Defendants exhibit #12 (Surf Club payroll receipt). 

13) Defendants exhibit #13 (Sales Ticket, Woodworth 
& Lothrop). 

14) Defendants exhibit #14 (Copy, Florida divorce 
decree). 

15) Defendants exhibit #15 (U. S. Certificate of Serv¬ 
ice). 

16) Defendants exhibit #17 (Withholding statement). 

17) Defendants exhibit #20 (Philadelphia Court of 
Common Pleas, Complaint, Delores Palumbo v. Francis 
Palumbo). 

18) Defendants exhibit #21 (Philadelphia Court of 
Common Pleas, Complaint Francis Palumbo v. Delores 
Palumbo). 

Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Defendant. 

Copy of the foregoing served personally on John Geyer 
Tausig, Attorney for Plaintiff, Investment Building, Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., on this 10th day of July, 1952. 

Joseph D. Di Leo. 


Service acknowledged: (s) John Geyer Tausig. 
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554 Filed Aug. S, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Tassanilla Hopson, Appellant, 


v. 

Delores Palmer Hopson, Appellee. 

Civil Action No. 3033-50 

ORDER 

It is hereby ordered this 8th day of August, 1952, that 
the original papers and exhibits filed and submitted in the 
above entitled cause, as designated, be transmitted in the 
original form to the Clerk of the United States Court of 
Appeals. Said original papers and exhibits to be returned 
to the District Court upon disposition of the appeal. 

Charles M. McLaughlin, Judge. 

Consent: Joseph D. Di Leo, Attorney for Appellant, John 
Geyer Tausig, Attorney for Appellee. 

555 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. la for ident. 

Glassmanor, Inc., Indian Head Road and Audrey Lane 

Oxon Hill, Md. 

APPLICATION FOR APARTMENT 

(Must be delivered In Person) 

Date: 7 July; Name (Please Print): Tass Hopson; Mar¬ 
ried (Yes); Wife’s Name: Rose A.; Size Apartment Desired: 
2 Bed Room; Date Apartment can be Taken: 7 July; Present 

Address: Box 229, Murray, Ky.; Res. Phone-; Present 

Landlord:-; Present Rental:-; How long at Present 
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Address:-; Occupation and Place of Business: Formerly 

at Andrews Field, just now returning to D. C. area from 

Kentucky; Subject to Transfer: Yes; Office Phone: -; 

Branch:-; Number of Children:-; Boys:-; Age: 

-; Girls:-; Age:-; Other Additional Occupants: 

Lt. John Vaughn; Relationship: Friend; Total No. of Oc¬ 
cupants of Apt.: 3; Dogs or Pets:-; Car: Yes; Refer¬ 

ences: Personal: Ralph Stowe; Phone: AX-7505; Business: 

Real Estate; Phone:-; Bank: Bank of Murray, Murray, 

Ky.; Approximate Income of Applicant: $250.00; Of Other 

Occupants: -; Remarks: Wife employed at Andrews 

Field; Lt. Vaughan at Andrews Field. 

Signature of Applicant (s) Tass Hopson. 

556 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. lc for ident. 

LEASE AGREEMENT 
Lessor and Lessee 

This Agreement, made this 7th day of July, 1950, by and 
between Glassmanor, Incorporated, Sec. B party of the first 
part, herein called Lessor, and Tass Hopson, party of the 
second part, herein called Lessee. 

Witnesseth: 

Space 

That in consideraton of the representations made in the 
Application filed by the Lessee with the Lessor, the rent 
herein reserved, and the covenants herein contained and 
by the said Lessee to be performed, the Lessor hereby 
leases to the Lessee, premises in Prince George’s County, 
State of Maryland, known as Apartment No. 201, consisting 
of 5 rooms, having 2 bedrooms, Street No. 4920 Deal Drive, 
in Glassmanor, Incorporated, Sec. B to be occupied as a 
private dwelling and not otherwise. Garages # 1 & 3 lo- 
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cated at 4920 Deal Drive beg. 7/22/50. Gave up # 1 @ 
4920 as of 7/3. 

Term 

• 

For a term of twelve months, commencing for the same 
on the 8th day of July, 1950, and ending on the 7th day of 

July, 1951. 

Rental, etc. 

For the total rent of One thousand one hundred seventy- 
four Dollars ($1,174.00), payable in equal monthly install¬ 
ments of Ninety seven and 50/100 Dollars ($97.50), in ad¬ 
vance, without deduction or demand, on the first day of 
each month during said term, at the office of Glassmanor, 
Incorporated, located on the property owned by it, or at 
such other places designated by the Lessor, the first pay¬ 
ment of Ninety seven and 50/100 Dollars ($97.50) to be 
made upon the execution hereof covering rent in advance 
for the first month of said term. 

It is further covenanted and agreed between the Lessor 
and Lessee as follows: 

• ••••••••• 

558 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 2 

United States Army Certificate of Marriage 

This Certifies that on the Twenty Seventh day of October 
in the year 1948 1st Lt. Tassanilla Hopson and Miss Dolores 
Palmer were by me united in Holy Matrimony at North¬ 
west Guam A. F. Base Chapel according to the Ordinance 
of God and the Laws of the State of Guam. 

Witnesses: (s) Justine Mehle, (s) Wesley D. Kimball, 1/Lt. 

(s) Joseph L. Spears, Chaplain, United States 
Army. 
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559 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 3 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 11th JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT IN AND FOR DADE COUNTY, 
FLORIDA, IN CHANCERY 

Tassanilla Hopson, Plaintiff, 

v. 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, Defendant. 

No. 132317 

NOTICE BY PUBLICATION 

IN THE NAME OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA! 

To: Dolores Palmer Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Washing¬ 
ton, D. C. 

You are hereby notified that suit for divorce has been 
filed against you in the above-styled Court; and you are 
hereby required to serve a copy of your answer to the Bill 
of Complaint on the plaintiff’s attorneys and to file the 
original in the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit Court on 
or before the 29th day of May, 1950, in default of which the 
Bill of Complaint will be taken as confessed by you. 

Dated: At Miami, Dade County, Florida this 26th day of 
April, A.D., 1950. 

E. B. Leatherman, Clerk of the Circuit Court. 

By: (s) C. R. Wilson, Deputy Clerk. [Seal] 

Pace, Sigman & Gilbert, Attorneys for Plaintiff, 1544 Wash¬ 
ington Avenue, Miami Beach, Florida. 

Publication Dates: May 2, 9,16, 23, 1950. 
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560 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry H. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

BILL OF COMPLAINT FOB DIVORCE 

Comes now Tassanilla Hopson, Plaintiff, by and through 
his undersigned attorneys and brings this his bill of com¬ 
plaint for divorce against Dolores Palmer Hopson, Defend¬ 
ant, and complaining says: 

1. That the Plaintiff is a bona fide resident of the State 
of Florida and has been for more than ninety days next 
prior to the filing of this his bill of complaint and that the 
Defendant is a resident of Washington, D. C.; that the 
Plaintiff has made a diligent search and inquiry to deter¬ 
mine the true address and place of residence of the De¬ 
fendant and the Plaintiff has ascertained that her last 
known address and place of residence is 216 Audrey Lane, 
Washington, D. C. 

2. That the Plaintiff and the Defendant were duly and 
legally married on October 27, 1948, in the United States 
possession of Guam and thereafter lived together as hus¬ 
band and wife until, to wit, November 20, 1948, at which 
time she returned to the United States. Plaintiff was at 
that time a member of the United States Air Force and he 
returned to the United States on, to wit, January 2, 1949, 
and attempted to provide a residence for himself and the 
Defendant but she refused to cohabit with him; that the 
Plaintiff has at all times been ready, willing and able to 
provide a home for the Defendant but she has continually 
and still refuses to join him. 

3. That as a result of said marriage one child was bom 

to the parties, to wit, Dewane, who is less than one 

561 year of age, which child is now in the care, custody 
and control of the Defendant at 216 Audrey Lane, 

Washington, D. C., and the Plaintiff and the Defendant have 
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made arrangements between themselves for the future sup¬ 
port, maintenance and education of said child. 

Wherefore, by reason of the matters and things above 
set out, Plaintiff charges the Defendant with wilful, obsti¬ 
nate and continuous desertion for a period of more than one 
year prior to the filing of this action, and Prays: 

1. That the Court upon final hearing grant unto the Plain¬ 
tiff a divorce a cinculo matromonii; 

2. That the Court enter such other and further relief as 
may seem meet and proper. 

Pace, Sigman & Gilbert, Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

By- 

Of Counsel 

State of Florida, County of Dade, ss: 

Personally appeared before me, Tassanilla Hopson, who 
being first duly sworn deposes and says that he has read the 
above and foregoing bill of complaint for divorce and that 
the allegations therein contained are true. 

Tassanilla Hopson 

Subscribed and Sworn To before me this 25th day of April, 
A.D. 1950. 

562 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 4 

Headquarters, 1050th Air Base Wing, Andrews AFB, 

Washington 25, D. C. 

Special Orders Number 6 9 January 1950 

EXTRACT 

10 DP. folg Offs, USAF, Comp TTSAFR, W. (Not phy 
dsabl), are reld present asgmt and dy with sq and orgn in- 
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dicated, this sta. “PPP”, and are reverted to inactive status 
eff 2400 hrs 9 Jan 50. UP Sec. 515d, Public Law 381-80th 
Congress, 7 Aug 47, (Contained in WD Bui 18, 1947) and 
AFL 36-23 5 Aug. 9, (C of G). All temp apmts termd date 
Offs are reld fr AD. Offs auth tvl alws as indicated (Home 
of record EAD3. Offs auth lump sum pmt for no days un¬ 
used accrued lv indicated. Parts I and II WD AGO Form 
53-98 (Cert of Sv) will be furnd, Last Perm dv sta: 1050th 
AB Wg, Andrews AFB, Washington 25, D. C. EDCSA: 9 
Jan. 50. PCS, TPA, TDN 5704500 060-211 P539-99 S99-999. 

• ••••••••• 

Rank: 1ST Lt.; MOS: 2120; Name: Tassanilla Hopson; 
AFSN: A02085525; ORGN; Hq & Hq Sq. 1050th AB Gp; 
Home Address: Murray, Kentucky: Days Accrued LV: 60. 


563 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 5 

Postmarked—Eloise, Mich., Feb. 16, 1950, 7:30 A.M. 

33445 Morris, Wayne, Mich. 

Mrs. T. Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Washington 
20, D. C., Apt. 311 

564 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Del—I’ve had much time to think about our problem. It 
is unfortunate that our marriage had to begin on a duty 
basis and continue on a threat basis. 

To say I’m sorry for all the heartache and trouble I’ve 
caused you would no doubt leave a bad taste in your mouth 
but never the less I’m not proud of the circumstances 

565 that led from one bad move to an other. The fault 
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I think was not singular. Whose fault matters little 
for past actions, the future usually rectifies the past, not 
completely but usually sufficiently that some intelligent re¬ 
sult survives. 

Civilian life offers all the carefree symptoms without 
the monetary support. 

I’m willing to help you Del but it will be substantially 
less than when my salary was predetermined, con- 

566 siderably higher and definitely more certain. 

If you are still willing for me to file divorce pro¬ 
ceedings please tell me what you would like in the decree 
for you. 

I’m willing for you to have the child completely without 
visitation if that is what you want. I think it would be 
rather foolish for you to ask for one hundred dollars a 
month alimony in view of the fact that any job that I 

567 might get probably wouldn’t start at more than one 
hundred seventy-five a month. However tell me all 

you want and we’ll try to work something out. 

I had though of starting to school under the G.I. Bill but 
I can’t until I get a photostatic copy of your first divorce 
and a copy of the babys birth certificate and a copy of our 
marriage license. If you could send those I would ap¬ 
preciate it very much. 

568 If and when you answer this letter—may I ask one 
favor. Please leave out all forms of threats, slander¬ 
ous remarks and anything else that might be distasteful. 

There is no reason that we can’t discuss our difficulties in 
an intelligent—above board manner. 

How is your friend Cathy Blonevf Sweet girl—for your 
sake, don’t trust her too much. 

569 What is the latest gossip on Tass Hopson or have 
I been completely foregotten? 


Tass 
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570 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 6 

Postmarked—Miami Beach, Fla., March 14, 1950, 11:30 
A.M. 

T. Hopson, 729 N.E. 82nd St., Miami, Fla., Apt. #3. 

Mrs. T. Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Washington, 
D. C., Apt. #311 

571 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

13 March 

Del—Where did you get that name—Dewane Frances 
Tremont? Its longer than mine. Have you no considera¬ 
tion for the child? Some day she will have to write all 
that. Tiring? don’t you think? 

Should have given you my address in Miami when I wrote 
you. I was only in Wayne for a short visit. My mother 
was quite ill. 

572 I have a job as life guard at one of the clubs. 
Doens’t pay much but its better than nothing. 

Can’t get into school until Fall, but thanks for sending 
the photostats. I’ll need them in any claim I might make 
concerning the G. I. Bill—that is if I make any claims. 

I’ll try to send you twenty-five dollars every two weeks. 
I realize that isn’t a great deal but under the cir- 

573 cumstances—its the best I can do. I’m only making 
$154.00 after deductions. 

Lets not argue anymore. I’ve had all I can possibly 
stand. 

Please let me hear from you. This long silence doesn’t 
answer some of the questions I ask in my last letter. 

If its agreeable with you— I’ll file for divorce as 

574 soon as my legal residency has been established. 

Hope you and Dewane are well. 


Tass. 


575 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No 7 

Always return bill with remittance No. 22315A 

For: Peaslee & Turlington; Address: 1406 P. St., N.W.; 
Time to be delivered: Wash. 5, D. C.; Miami 32, Fla.,; July 
17, 1950. 

In account with: E. B. Leatherman, Clerk, Circuit Court, 
Dade County. Certified copy, Legal Dept. Case no. 132,317. 
Hopson vs. Do. I photo cert, copy Final Decree. Ordered 

by: H; Call:-; Deposit: $-; Mail: V; Balance Due: 

$-; July 17,50; 32,317; 1.00 Pd. Total $1.00; Pd. 7-17-50. 

576 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Filed for Record June 13, 1950. E. B. Leatherman Clk., 
Ct. Ct., Dade County, Fla. 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT-OF FLORIDA, IN AND 
FOR DADE COUNTY, IN CHANCERY 

No. 132 317-E 

Filed this 13 day of June A.D. 1950, recorded this 14 day 
of June A.D. 1950, in Chancery Order Book 950 on Page 
194. 

E. B. Leatherman, Clerk, Circuit Court. 

By (s) R. J. Luines, C.C. 

Tassanilla Hopson, Plaintiff, 
v. 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, Defendant. 

FINAL DECREE OF DIVORCE 

This cause came on to be heard on Final Hearing be¬ 
fore the Court, and the Court having heard the testimony of 
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the plaintiff and his witnesses, and upon consideration 
thereof, it is 

Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed, as follows: 

1. That the bonds of matrimony heretofore and now ex¬ 
isting between the plaintiff, Tassanilla Hopson, and the de¬ 
fendant, Dolores Palmer Hopson, be, and the same are here¬ 
by, dissolved, and that the plaintiff and defendant are 
hereby divorced, each from the other, A Vinculo Matrimonii, 
and that the full rights and privileges of an unmarried 
persons are hereby restored to each of the parties to this 
cause. 

2. That the plaintiff, Tassanilla Hopson, be, and he is 
hereby Ordered and Directed to pay to the defendant, 
Dolores Palmer Hopson, the sum of Ten ($10.00) Dollars 
each and every week beginning with June 15, 1950, for 
the support and maintenance of Dewane Hopson, the minor 
child of the parties. 

Done and Ordered in the County Courthouse in Miami, 
Dade County, Florida, this 13th day of June, A.D. 1950. 

Charles A. Carroll, Circuit Judge. 

[Seal] 

629 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

• ••••••••• 

Defendants Exhibit No. 8 

Dear Mrs. Hale, 

No doubt by now you know that Tass has divorced me. 
I wouldn’t agree to it until he gave me custody of the child 
and a support order for $75. a month and when I told him 
that I explained that as long as he had a limited income I 
would accept whatever he felt he could send but that if 
he earned a large enough salary the order would cover that. 

• ••••••••• 


630 I do not plan to see Tass ever again. 


I hope you are well. 

Del 

578 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 8 

Postmarked—Miami, Fla., March 24, 1950, 8:00 P.M. 
429 N.E. 82 St., Miamia, Fla., Apt. #3. 

Mrs T. Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Washington 20, 
D. C. 

579 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Del—We have been fighting so long — guess we have 
nothing in common to talk about except our differences. 

I’m not asking you to forgive me for anything I’ve done 
or haven’t done. I’m only asking that we stop quarreling 
and settle our differences once and forever. 

We could never accomplish anything except hate and 
unhappiness if we continue as in the past. 

Don’t blame anyone else for our problem. You told me 
on Guam the only thing you wanted from me was a name 
for your child. You said you wouldn’t fight if I 

580 wanted a divorce. All the things that have happened 
since then make it impossible for us to ever live 

together as man and wife. 

I’ll do anything I can to help you Del but don’t blame my 
family for having me for a child. Don’t blame me for want¬ 
ing a divorce. I’ve been married eighteen months and 
didn’t want to be. You say the child has brought you happi¬ 
ness—I hope so. I’ll never try to disrupt that happiness. 

I talked to my lawyer today. We are filing approxi¬ 
mately 16 April. You will receive a notice and will have 
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thirty days thereafter to contest the divorce if you wish 
to. 

581 The cost of a non-contested divorce is approxi¬ 
mately $360.00. If it is contested the cost will be 
a great deal more for both of us. 

I hope for your sake and mine you won’t contest the di¬ 
vorce. You and Dewane have your life ahead of you with¬ 
out me. The sooner you forget me and get started happily 
in that life the better off everyone will be. 

Tass. 


582 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 9 

Postmarked—Miami Beach, Fla., March 31, 1950, 3:00 
P.M. 

429 N.E. 82nd St., Miami, Fla., Apt. #3. 

Mrs. T. Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Washington 20, 
D. C. 

583 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Del—My filing for divorce on April 16 isn’t a deadline. 
You have thirty days to contest if you so desire. 

I’ve paid the lawyer one half the total fee. If I discon¬ 
tinue proceedings now I lose that amount. 

The lawyer knows everything—the grounds will be men¬ 
tal cruelty with the minimum exploitation and publicity. 

If it is agreeable with you I’ll pay you $50.00 per month 
for support of Dewane or we can leave it to the judges dis¬ 
cretion. 

If you fight this our arguing and fighting will con- 

584 tinue until we have destroyed everything thats decent 
in the both of us. I know you think there is nothing 

decent left in me. 

You have never really known me. You say I’ll not be 
happy with a divorce. I don’t know but I’ve got to find out. 
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If someone wanted to marry you—would they question 
why you were divorced? 

I’m not interested in the public knowing what happened 
from the time I first met you on Guam until now. I’d like 
a quiet divorce with as little unpleastness as possible. It 
would affect your life and Dewane more than mine. My 
name is already Mud. 

Tass. 


585 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

6 Apr. 

Del—Its hard to find a beginning for what I have to say. 
To say I’m sorry for all the heartaches and pain I’ve caused 
you would be a gross understatement. 

I’ve tried to find the bases for all the unpleasent things 
that have happened since our marriage. Perhaps I’m wrong 
but the outstanding answer I reach is always the same. 

I didn’t want to do all the things I did. It seems that 
each time I started to do something I could think of nothing 
except being free. My freedom warped each thought I had 
about you and Dewane. 

586 All my life I’ve had my marriage all figured out. 
A small church wedding with a few friends. 

Perhaps you can’t understand why the marriage we had 
and De-wane has driven us so far apart. Perhaps I don’t 
understand either but I sincerely wish things had been dif¬ 
ferent. 

You have almost convinced me that there is nothing 
good or decent left in me. Please give me the one chance 
to find out for myself. Give me this divorce. Let me find 
out if my actions and resentfullness was based on a forced 
marriage. 

If I don’t get this divorce I’ll go on doing things I never 
wanted to do, things that I’ll be sorry for the rest of my 
life. 
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587 I know you will never forgive me for the things 
I’ve done. Even your heart isn’t that big. 

It all seems like a nightmare. Will it never cease. Do 
you want all my actions on paper filed in a court of law? 
Would that change the past or brighten the future ! 

The divorce I’m asking for would in no way smear your 
name or reveal our reason for marriage. 

A Florida divorce is just as valid as any other state. You 
can have a lawyer down here represent you. Everything 
can be worked out without any resentfulness. Your 
58S lawyers fee would be approximately $25.00 or $50.00 
that I’ll pay. 

Please do this Del so our fighting will end. 

It seems you hate me more each day we remain married. 
I can’t hate you, I don’t want to hate Dewane. 

I can’t stop now. When I payed the lawyer I signed an 
agreement. 

I wouldn’t have started the action if you hadn’t agreed. 
Please don’t change your mind now. 

Let me know in return mail what your decision is. 

Tass. 

Happy Easter. 


589 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 11 

Postmarked—Miami, Fla., April 25, 1950, 10:00 P.M. 
577 N.E. 62nd St., Miami, Fla., Apt. #3. 

Mrs. T. Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Washington, 
D. C. Apt. #311. 


Air Mail 
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590 Filed July 17, 1950. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

25 Apr. 

Del—I waited and thought over our problem for more 
than a week to make sure in my own mind that I was doing 
what I thought best for all concerned. 

My Bill of Complaint for Divorce was signed today and 
will be filed tomorrow. 

The grounds are desertion which are less involved and 
cause less publicity and pain. 

Enclosed is a letter I wish you would sign and mail to 
Judge Frank. He will draw up the necessary papers for 
you to sign. 

If you would like anything else so far as agreements are 
concerned—you and I can work out an agreement and 
settle it legally out of court. 

591 With or without a legal document, I’ll continue 
sending you money when I can. I realize that re¬ 
gardless of our differences—I can’t overlook my respon¬ 
sibility to Dewane whatever my feelings have been in the 
past. 

When we are not arguing I can see the path I must follow 
a little more clearly. 

If you will cooperate in this—the divorce should be 
final in two or three weeks. 

Tass. 

New Address: 577 N.E. 62nd St., Miami, Fla., Apt. #3. 

592 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 1 2 

Postmarked—Miami Beach, Fla., May 1, 1950, 8:00 P.M. 
577 N.E. 62nd St., Miami, Fla., Apt. #3. 

Mrs. T. Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Washington, 
D. C., Apt. #311. 
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593 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Del—What do you want from me* You said in one of 
your last letters you wanted nothing from me. I am per¬ 
fectly willing for us to draw up a support settlement for 
Dewane. If its witnessed and noterized it will be upheld 
in any state. Pm not trying to shirk my responsibility to 
Dewane but for God sake give me a divorce. 

I’ve reached the end of my rope—what else can I do to 
show you that the only thing I want is my freedom. Why 
do you persist in hanging on to me. Your insistance of 
doing all the things I didn’t want to do has killed 

594 all the decency in me. Are you gaining anthing? 

If your friend will pay your expenses—come to 
Florida and contest the divorce. One of us will get the 
divorce. If you want all our past brought to light and 
recorded—it no longer matters to me. I’m sick and tired of 
the whole deal of pretence. 

You are amazed at the way my mind works? I haven’t 
had a logical thought since that night on Guam when I 
said, “I do.” 

Del—you are making a big mistake in causing all this 
difficulty in getting a divorce.. I’m afraid to let myself 
think of the things that 

595 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 14 

State of Indiana, Marion County, ss: 

Be It Known, That among the papers filed in the office 
of the Clerk of the Circuit Court of Marion County, at the 
Court House in the City of Indianapolis, County of Marion, 
and State of Indiana, there was filed on the 22nd day of 
November, 1950, the following: 
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596 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

No_ 

Application for Marriage License—Male 

Official form of application for marriage license as de¬ 
termined by the State Board of Health, according to chap¬ 
ter 126, of the Acts of the Sixty-fourth General Assembly, 
chapter 31, of the Acts of the Eighty-second General As¬ 
sembly. 

Certificate No...„. 

Application is hereby made for a license for the marriage 
of Tass Hopson to Rose A. Gygar. 

Upon the Following Statements of Facts Relative to Said 
Parties 

1. The full Christian and surname of the man is:-; 

2. Color: White; 3. Where born (Town, County, State or 
Country): Calloway County, Kentucky; 4. When born (Day, 
Month and Year): August 26th, 1922; 5. Present residence: 
Murray, Kv.; 6. Present occupation: Swimming Ins’t.; 7. If 
no occupation, what means has the male contracting party 

to support a family?-; 8. Is the male contracting party 

of nearer blood kin to the female contracting party than 
second cousin? No; 9. Full Christian and surname of father: 
Hood Hopson; 10. His color: White; 11. His birthplace: 
Murray, Ky.; 12. His occupation: Farmer; 13. His residence: 
Murray, Ky.; 14 Full Christian and maiden name of mother: 
Nellie Hal; 15. Her color: White; 16. Her occupation: Hos¬ 
pital Supervisor; 17. Her birth place: Murray, Ky.; 18. Her 
residence: Wayne, Mich.; 19. Has the male contracting 
party been an inmate of any county asylum or home for 
indigent persons within the last five years? No. • • • 
2L Is this his first marriage? Yes 

• ••••••••• 
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29. Is the male contracting part afflicted with epilepsy, 
tuberculosis, venereal, or any other contagious or trans¬ 
missible disease? Xo. 30. Is he an imbecile, feeble-minded, 
idiotic or insane, or is he under guardianship as a person 
of unsound mind? Xo. 

Xame in full of Applicant X Tass Hopson. Xew Address, 
139 Jolit St., Wash., D. C. 

State of Indiana, Marion County, ss: 

The undersigned X Tass Hopson deposes and says that 

_ has personal knowledge of the fact above stated 

and that they and each of them are true. 

X Tass Hopson. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, this 23rd day of June 
1950. 

A. Jack Tilson, Clerk Marion County Circuit 
Court. 


• ••••••••« 

597 Certificate No._ 

Application is hereby made for a license for the marriage 
of X Rose A. Gygar to Tass Hopson. 

Upon the Following Statement of Facts Relative to Said 
Parties 

1. The full christion and surname of the woman is X-; 

2. Color: White; 3. Where bom (Town, County, State or 
Country): Bedford, Indiana; 4. When born (Day, Month 
and Year): March 9th, 1927; 5. Present residence: 44 
Euclid Ave. City; 6. Present occupation: Accountent; 7. Has 
the female contracting party been an inmate of any county 
asylum or home for indigent persons within the last five 
years?: No; 8. Is this your first marriage?: Yes; 

• ••••••••• 
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12. Is the female contracting party afflicted with epilepsy, 
tuberculosis, venereal, or ony other contagious or trans¬ 
missible disease?: No; 13. Is she an imbecile, feeble-minded, 
idiotic or insane, or is she under guardianship as a person 
of unsound mind?: No; 14. Full Christian and surname of 
father: Ambrose K. Gyger; 15. His color. White; 16. His 
birthplace: Bedford, Indiana; * * * 18. His residence: Bed¬ 
ford, Indiana; 19. Full Christian and maiden name of mother: 
Lillian H. Gyger (Nalls; 20. Her color: White; 21. Her 
occupation: Housewife; 22. Her birthplace: French Lick, 
Ind.; 23. Her residence: Bedford, Indiana. 

Name in full of Applicant X Rose A Gyger. New Address, 
139 Jolit St., Apt. 2 A., Wash., D. C. 

State of Indiana, Marion County, ss: 

The undersigned X Rose A. Gyger deposes and says that 

_ has personal knowledge of the facts above stated 

and that they and each of them are true. 

X Rose A. Gyger. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, this 23rd day of June 
1950. 

• ••••••••• 

598 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

State of Indiana, Marion County, ss: 

I, the undersigned, Clerk of the Circuit Court of Marion 
County, in the State of Indiana, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing is a true and complete copy of the Marriage 
License Application filed in my office in the above entitled 
cause, on the day and year first aforesaid, as the same re¬ 
mains on file in my office. 

In Testimony W’hereof, I hereunto subscribe my name 
and affix the seal of said Circuit Court, at my office, in the 
City of Indianapolis, this 22nd day of November, 1950. 

(s) A. Jack Tilson, Clerk, Circuit Court, Marion 
County. 
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599 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 14a 

A. Jack Tilson, Clerk of the Circuit Court, 24 Court House, 
Indianapolis. Ind. 

Mrs. Dolores Hopson. 216 Audrey Lane, Wash¬ 
ington 20, D. C. 

600 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Filed for Record Apr. 26 2:59 P.M. 1950. E. B. Leather- 
man, Clk Ct. Ct. Dade Co., Fla. 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 11th JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT IN AND FOR DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

IN CHANCERY 

Tassanilla Hopson, Plaintiff, 


v. 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, Defendant. 

No. 132317 

NOTICE BY PUBLICATION 

IN THE NAME OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA! 

To: Dolores Palmer Hopson, 216 Audrey Lane, Wash¬ 
ington, D. C. 

You Are Hereby Notified that suit for divorce has been 
filed against you in the above-styled Court; and you are 
hereby required to serve a copy of your answer to the Bill 
of Complaint on the plaintiff’s attorneys and to file the 
original in the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit Court on 
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or before the 29th day of May, 1950, in default of which 
the Bill of Complaint will be taken as confessed by you. 

Dated: At Miami, Dade County, Florida this 26 day of 
April A.D., 1950. 

E. B. Leatherman, Clerk of the Circuit Court. 

By. C. R. Wilson, Deputy Clerk. 

Pace, Sigman & Gilbert, Attorneys for Plaintiff, 1544 Wash¬ 
ington Avenue, Miami Beach, Florida. 

Publication Dates: May 2, 9, 16, 23, 1950. 

Copy of Notice and Bill of Complaint mailed on 4-27,1950 
to each defendant whose address disclosed. 

E. B. Leatherman, Clerk Circuit Court by (s) B. J. 
Chastain, D.C. 

604 Filed Sep. 10, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

REPORT OF MEDICAL EXAMINATION 

1. Last name—First Name—Middle Name: Hopson, Tas- 
sinilla; 2. Grade and Component or position: 1st LT.; 3. 
Identification No.: AO 2085525; 4. Home address (Number, 
street or RFD, city or town, zone and State): 4920 Deal 
Drive, Apt. 201, Wash. 20, D. C.; 5. Purpose of Examination: 
Appointment Recall Active Duty; 6. Date of Examination: 
16 Jan 1951; 7. Sex: Male; 8. Race: White; 9. Total Yrs 
Govt Service: 7M>; Civilian: 0; 10. Department, Agency, or 
Service: Army; 11. Organization Unit: 113th Air Police A 
Sq.; 12.' Date of Birth: 26 Aug. 1922; 13. Place of Birth: 
Murray, Kentucky; 14. Name, Relationship, and Address of 
Next of Kin: Rose A. Hopson (w) Same as Para. #4: 15. 
Examining Facility or Examiner and Address: AAFB, 
Wash., D. C.; # # # 17. Rating or Specialty: Pilot. 
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Par 39—Scar, Appendectemy WHNSND, Scar, over right 
eye WHNSND. 

• ••••••••• 

45. Urinalysis; Sp. Gr.: 1.020; Albumin: Neg.; Sugar: Neg.; 
Microscopic: Negative; * * * 47. Serology (specify test used 
and result): CM neg AMDRGS * * * 49. Blood Type and 
RH Factor: Type—A RH—Positive; 50. Other Tests: 
None. 

605 Measurements and Other Findings 

51. Height: 69 1 /:"; 52. Weight: 159; 53. Color Hair: 
Brown; 54. Color Eyes: Gray; 55. Build: Medium; 58. 
Temp.: 9S.6; 57. Blood Pressure (arm at heart level): Sit¬ 
ting: Sys 126, Dias 88; Recumbent: Sys 130, Dias 86; Stand¬ 
ing 1 min.: Sys 112, Dias 78; 58. Pulse (arm at heart level): 
Sitting: 6S: After Exercise: 100; 2 Min. After: 76; Recum¬ 
bent: 6S; After Standing 3 Min.: 80; 59 Distant Vision Right 
20/20; Corr. to 20/—; Left 20/20; Corr. to 20/—; * * * 61. 
Near Vision: 20/20 Corr. to by ; 20/20 Corr. to 
by ; 62 Heterophoria (specify distance): ES: 2; 
EX: 0; R.H.: 0; L.H.: 1; Prism Div.: 5; Prism Conv.: —; 
PC: 60; PD: 62; 63. Accommodation: Right: 11; Left: 11; 
64. Color Vision (Test used and result): (AOC Abridged) 
Normal: 65. Depth Perception (Test used and score): HD.; 
Uncorrected: 4; Corrected —; 66. Field of Vision, Normal; 
67. Night Vision (Test used and score): NR; 68. Red Lens: 
NR; 69. Intraocular Tension: Normal; 70. Hearing: Right 
WV: 15; MSSV: 15; Left WV: 15; MSSV: 15; * * # 
72. Psychological and Psychomotor (Tests used and score): 
163 Satisfactory; 73. Notes • • • :Measles, mumps, chicken 
pox, whooping cough in childhood. NC. Severe eyes, ear, 
nose and throat trouble. Tonsillectomy 1949, Walter Reed 
Hosp., Wash., D. C. Appendectomy 1946, Patterson Field, 
N. J. 

“A Certified True Copy.” 

(s) Joseph M. Danyliw, 1st LT., USAF (MC) AME 
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74. Summary of Defects and Diagnoses # * *: None; 75. 
Recommendations Further Specialist Examinations Indi¬ 
cated (Specify): None; 76. Physical Profile: P:1 ;U:1 ;L:1; 
H: 1; E: 1; S: 1; Physical Category: A; 77. Examinee * * *: 
is qualified for Flying Duty: * * * 79. Typed or Printed 
Name of Physician: Joseph J. Kirstan Capt., DCANG, (MC); 
80. Typed or Printed Name of Physician: William H. 
Beard, Col. DCANG (M.C); 81. Typed or Printed Name 
of Dentist or Physician (Indicate which): Frederick M. 
Dimas—Aruti Lt. Col. DCANG (D.C.); 82. Typed or Printed 
Name of Reviewing Officer or Approving Authority: Wil¬ 
liam H. Beard, Col. DCANG (M.C.). 

606 Filed Sep. 19, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Court’s Exhibit No. 1 
REPORT OF MEDICAL HISTORY 

1. Last Name—First Name—Middle Name: Hopson Tas- 
sanilla (NMI); 2. Grade and Component or Position: 1st Lt. 
3. Identification No.: AO-2085525; 4. Home Address (Num¬ 
ber, street or RFD, city, town, zone and State): 4920 Deal 
Dr. Apt. 201 Wash. 20, D. C.; 5. Purpose of Examination: 
Recall to Active Duty; 6. Date of Examination: 16 Jan. 
51; 7. Sex: M; 8. Race: W; 9. Total Yrs Govt Service: Mili¬ 
tary: 8; Civilian: 0; 10. Department, Agency or Service: 
USAF; # • # 12. Date of Birth: 26 Aug. ’22; 13. Place of 
Birth: Murray, Ky.; 14. Name. Relationship, and Address 
of Next of Kin: Rose A. Hopson—Wife—4920 Deal Dr. 
Apt. 201, Wash. 20, D. C.; 15. Examining Facility or Ex¬ 
aminer, and Address: Andrews AFB Wash. 25, D. C.; 17. 
Statement of Examinee’s Present Health in Own Words. 
(Follow by description of past history, if complaint exists): 
Excellent; 18. Family History: Relation: Father; Age: 68; 
State of Health: Good; Mother: 64; Good; Spouse: 24; 
Exc.; * • • Brothers: 38: Good; Sisters: 36: Good; 
31: Good; Children: -; 19. Has any Blood Relation 
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(Parent, brother, sister, other) or Husband or Wife: 
Had Tuberculosis; Yes; Brother; No to the following: 
Syphlis, Diabetes, Cancer, Kidney Trouble, Heart 
Trouble, Stomach Trouble, Rheumatism (arthritis) 
Asthma, Hay Fever, Hives, Epilepsy (Fits), Com¬ 
mitted Suicide, Been Insane; 20. Have you ever had or 
have now (Please check at left of each item): Yes to the 
following: Mumps, Whooping Cough, Ear, Nose or Throat 
Trouble, Appendicitis; No to the following: Scarlet Fever, 
Erysipelas, Diptheria, Rheumatic Fever, Swollen or Pain¬ 
ful Joints, Frequent or Severe Headache, Dizziness, Faint¬ 
ing Spells, Eye Trouble, Running Ears, Chronic or Frequent 
Colds, Severe Tooth or Gum Trouble, Sinusitis, Hay Fever, 
Goiter, Tuberculosis, Soaking Sweats (night sweats), 
Asthma, Shortness of Breath, Pain or Pressure in Chest, 
Chronic Cough, Palpitation or Pounding Heart, High or 
Low Blood Pressure, Cramps in your Legs, Frequent Indi¬ 
gestion, Stomach, Liver or Intestine Trouble, Gall Bladder 
Trouble or Gall Stones, Jaundice, any reaction to Serum, 
Drug or Medicine, Tumor, Growth, Cyst, Cancer, Rupture, 
Piles or Rectal Disease, Frequent or Painful Urination, 
Kidney Stone or Blood in Urine, Sugar or Albuminin Urine, 
Boils, Venereal Disease, Recent gain or loss of Weight, 
Arthritis or Rheumatism, Bone, Joint, or other deformity, 
Lameness, Loss of Arm, Finger, or Toe, Painful or “trick” 
Shoullder or Elbow,“trick” or Locked Knee, Foot Trouble, 
Neuritis, Paralyses # * Epilepsy or Fits, Car, Train, Sea, 

or Air Sickness, Frequent Trouble Sleeping, Frequent or 
Terrifying Nightmares, Depression or Excessive Worry, 
Loss of Memory or Amnesia, Bed Wetting, Nervous Trouble 
of any sort, any Drug or Narcotic habit, Excessive Drink¬ 
ing habit, Homosexual Tendencies; • • • 

607 Check each item yes or No. Every item checked 
“Yes” must be fully explained in Blank space on 

right. 

27. Have you been unable to hold a job because of A.Sen- 


sitivity to chemicals, dust, sunlight, etc.: No; B. Inability 
to assume certain motions: No; C. Inability to assume cer¬ 
tain positions: No; D. Other medical reasons (if yes, give 
reasons): No; 28. Have you ever worked with radioactive 
substance?: No; 29. Did you have difficulty with school 
studies or teachers (if yes, give details): No; 30. Have you 
ever been unemployed because of vour health, if yes, state 
reasons and give details): No; 31. Have you ever been 
denied life insurance (if yes, state reason and give details): 
No; 32. Have you had, or have you been advised to have 
any operations (if yes, describe and give age at which 
occurred): Yes, Appendectomy—23, Tonsillectomy—27; 33. 
Have you ever been a patient (committed or voluntary) in a 
Mental Hospital or Sanatorium (if yes, when, where, why 
and name of doctor and complete address of hospital or 
clinc): No; 34. Have you ever had any illness or injury 
other than those already noted (if yes, specify when, where 
and give details): No; 35. Have you consulted or been 
treated by clinic physicians, healers or other practitioner 


(s) Tassanilla Hopson. 

• ••••••••• 

610 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry H. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 21 

APPLICATION FOB EXTENDED ACTIVE DUTY 
WITH THE UNITED STATES AIB FORCE 

(See conditions and instructions on the reverse side be¬ 
fore completing this application.) 

To: The Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, Wash¬ 
ington 25, D. C. 

Date 24 August 1950 

From (Last name, First name, Middle name): Hopson, 
Tassanilla (NMI); (Air Force or Army serial number): 
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A00205525; (Arm or service): USAFR; I hereby make ap¬ 
plication for extended active duty and certify the following 
information to be correct to the best of my knowledge and 
belief: 1. Present Grade in USAFR, ORC, or NGUS: 1st Lt.; 
2. Grade held immediately prior to processing for relief 
from active duty: 1st Lt.; 3. Lowest Grade acceptable (see 
instruction 4): 1st Lt.; 4. Date of last promotion, AFUS or 
AUS; 16 December 1946; 5. Date of Birth: 26 August 1922 
6. Race: White; 7. Component (See Instruction 5): USAFR; 
8.1 am a Citizen of the United States: Yes; 9.1 volunteer for 
overseas service: Yes; 10. Date of latest entry on Active 
duyt: 9 January 1950; 11. Military Occupational Specialty: 
Administrative Officer (2120); 12.1 am fit for general serv¬ 
ice: Yes; 13. Total month of overseas service: 19; 14. Date 
I returned from latest tour of overseas service: 9 January 
1949; 15. Have you ever been convicted by a Civil Court 
or are you awaiting trial by a Civil Court for any offense 
other than a minor traffic violation? No; If answer is yes, 
explain fully in item 19.; 16. Have you made a previous 
application for recall? No; 17. Main civilian occupation: 
Salesman; IS. Education: High School; Graduated: Yes; 
College or University: Four; Subject Majored in Physical 
Education, Biology, Speech; Graduate: Yes; Degree: B.S.; 

Year left school: 1943; Post graduate:-; 19. Remarks: 

Additional experience and MOS: Flying Instructor—B-26 
(1051), Flight testing telemetering equipment, Wright Fid. 
(1051), Base Athletic Officer (5521), Billeting Officer (2120), 
Commanding Officer—Air Police Sqdn. (9100), Adj. (2110); 
20. I agree to serve for a period of 3 years from date of 
entry on extended Active Duty Yes; 21. Address for mailing 
purposes: (Number, street, city, and State—Also give per¬ 
manent address, if different): 4920 Deal Drive, S.E., Apt. 
201, Washington 20, D. C.; I fully understand and agree 
to the conditions on the reverse hereof. 22. Type or print 
name (First, middle, last): Tassanilla (NMI) Hopson; 23. 
Signature (First, middle, last): (s) Tassanilla Hopson. 
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611 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 22 

TAG No. E 5454255 

ALLOTMENT DISCONTINUANCE 

Notice upon Discharge or Release from Active Duty 

Last Name, First Name, Middle Initial: Hopson, Tas- 
sanilla (NMI); Date of Birth, if available: 26 Aug. 22; 
Reason for separation: Released; Date of separation: 9 
Jan. 50; Army Serial Number: AO2085525; Enter in the 
space provided below each allowance or allotment now in 
effect: Allotment N: Amount (1) $34.80; Effective date 
month and year (First Deduction): Mar. 45; Final De¬ 
duction made for month of Jan. 50; * * * E: Amount: $100.00 
(1); Effective date month and year (First Deduction): Nov. 
49; Final Deduction made for month of Jan. 50; * * * Per¬ 
manent address for mailing purposes: Box 29, Murray, 
Kentucky; * * * Name and Location of Organization effect¬ 
ing discharge or release: 1050th Air Base Wing, Andrews 
AFB, Washington 25, D. C.; Enter names of “E” allottees, 
if in service record: (1) Bank of Murray, Murray, Ken¬ 
tucky; Type Name, Grade and Title of Personnel or Dis¬ 
bursing Officer effecting discontinuance: J. M. Cook, Jr., 
Captain, USAF, Disbursing Officer. 

612 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 23 

Box 229 Murray Kentucky 30 January 1950 

Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel, Headquarters USAF, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Sir: Please send me forms for application as Master 
Sergeant under the provisions of AFL 36-3 and 36-26. I 
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have just been released from the Air Force as a 1st Lieuten¬ 
ant. 

Yourt truly, 

(s) Tass Hopson. 

614 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 26 

TRAVEL AND FINAL SALARY PAYMENT AUTHOR¬ 
ITY FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES RETURNING 
FROM OVERSEAS EMPLOYMENT 

1. Issuing station and location or APO number: Marianas 
Air Materiel Area (P), APO 264; 2. Date: 15 November 
1948; 3. Name of employee (Last name, first name, middle 
name): Palmer, Dolores; 4. Date of Birth (Month, day, 
year): 1/1/18; 5. Service and Grade (if graded): CAF-5; 
6. Position Title: Secretary (General); 7. Identification: 
Social Security Number: 173-05-0419; (or) Identification 
Number: AGO C-205881; 8. Travel Authority; by Authority 
of War dated 1 August 1945, you are hereby authorized to 
travel in the interest of the Military Service at Govern¬ 
ment expense: A. From: Guam, APO 264 (NW Field); 8. 
to San Diego, California, via San Francisco Port of Em¬ 
barkation Fort Mason, California; C. By Means of; Com¬ 
mon carrier; water transp.; D. Baggage Allowance: By 
water: 400; By Rail; 400; E. Per Died allowance while 
away from duty station shown in 8A above will be paid at 
the following rates: (No per diem is authorized while on 
board ship when meals are furnished at no expense to the 
employee): Overseas: $7.00 in U.S.A. $6.00; F. Per Deim and 
Travel expenses are payable from the following appropria¬ 
tion: 2190425 901T17 P431-02-03 S99-999; G. Return to 
the United States is for the purpose of: Termination—Com¬ 
pletion of Contract; 9. Final Salary data: A. Rate of pay: 
$3,718.50; Per (Year, day, hour, etc.): Annum; B. Appli¬ 
cable overtime provisions:-; Tour of duty (Days and 
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hours): 40 hour week: 40 hour week, 8-8-8-8-8; C. Author¬ 
ized Allowances: -; D. Allotments: $65.00 per month 

(Class “E” Alottment); E. Last paid through: 6 Nov. 48; 
By (Name of disbursing officer): W. H. Simmons, Capt., 
F.D.; Symbol number: 222-116; Voucher number: Un¬ 
known; Month paid: Unknown; F. Leave balance: As of 
(Date): 6 Nov. 48; Annual: 172 hrs.; Sick: 166 hrs.; G. Re¬ 
tirement: Yes; Fed. Tax (Tax status): No; Other (Spec¬ 
ify) :-; H. FDGA and appropriation chargeable for final 

salary payment: 5790200.002 902-7049 P432-01 S94-135; 10. 
# • 11. Remarks: Time and Attendance Report attached. 

Deductions to be made at the rate of $15.40 bi-weekly for 
subsistence and $6.00 bi-weekly for quarters from 7 Nov. 
48 thru date of departure. Withhold $32.50-Class “E” Al¬ 
lotment thru 20 Nov. 48. Forwarding address: c/o Mrs. 
V. R. Belance, 337 Seneca Avenue, Lester, Del County, Pa.; 

12. The Commanding Officer at Port of Entry is authorized 
to: effect final salary payment(s) due the employee from 
the last date through which the employee was paid, charge¬ 
able to the FDGA and appropriation shown above; issue 
the form WD 50, effecting the appropriate personnel ac¬ 
tion; to set the effective date of the action; and to direct 
the employee to proceed to his appropriate destination. 

13. Appropriate authentication (Typed name, grade and 
title): Charles R. Quigley, Major, USAF, Chief, Civilian 
Personnel; 14. Signature (Grade and title): (s) Charles 
R. Quigley. 

616 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 28 

Postmarked—Wayne, Mich., March 3, 1950, 3:00 P.M. 
Post Office Department Official Business. 

Return to (Name of Sender): Mrs. T. Hopson; Street and 
Number or Post Office Box, 216 Audrey Lane, S.E., Wash- 
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ington 20, D. C.; Registered Article: No. 112557; Insured 
Parcel No.-. 

Form 3811; Rev. 1-4-40. 

RETURN RECEIPT 

Received from the Postmaster the Registered or Insured 
Article, the original number of which appears on the face 
of this Card. 

1. (Signature of name of addressee): Tass Hopson; 2. 
(Signature of addressee’s agent—Agent should enter ad¬ 
dressee’s name on line ONE above): (s) M. Hale. Date of 
delivery Mar. 3 1950. 

618 Filed July 17, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 30 

Dade County, Miami 6, Florida. Office of E. B. Leather- 
man, Clerk of Circuit Court and Recorder, P. 0. Box 1031. 

April 30,1952. 

John Gever Tausig, Investment Building, 1511 K Street, 
N.W., Washington 5, D. C. < 

Re: Hopson vs. Hopson #132317. 

Dear Sir: 

With reference to your letter of April 25th., I am en¬ 
closing herewith your Photostat Certified Copy of the 
Notice of Publication in the above styled cause. 

Please be advised that the Defendant in the above cause, 
did not file an answer for herself, or by counsel. Default 
was entered against the defendant. 

Yours very truly 

E. B. Leatherman, Clerk Circuit Court. 
By: (s) B. J. Chastian, Deputy Clerk. 


EBL:bjc 
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619 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 33 

RECORD OF EMERGENCY DATA FOR THE ARMED 
FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES 

Information included on this form does not designate or 
change beneficiaries of life insurance policies (See instruc¬ 
tions on reverse side of form prior to making entries). 

1. Designator’s Last Name, First Name, Middle Name: 
Hopson, Tassanilla (NMI); 2. Service No.: AO 2085525; 3. 
Grade, Rank, or Rate): 1st Lt.; 4. Service: USAF; 5. First 
Name, Middle Name, Last Name or person to be notified in 
case of emergency (Person with permanent address is ad¬ 
visable): Mrs. Rose A. Hopson; Relationship (If friend, so 
state): Wife; Address (Number, street, city, and State): 
4920 Deal Drive, Apt. #201, Washington 20, D. C.; The per¬ 
sons named in items 6,8, and 9, below also will be notified of 
the emergency. If such notification is not desirable, due 
to health or for other pertinent reasons, please so state 
under “remarks” on the reverse side. 6. Spouse (First 
name, middle, last name) (If none, or if deceased or di¬ 
vorced, so state): Mrs. Rose A. Hopson; Address (Number, 
street, city, zone, and State): Same as above; 7. Children, 
First Name, Middle Name, Last Name: None; * • * 8. Name 
of Father (or male guardian) (First name, middle name, 
last name): Hood Hopson; Address (Number, street, city, 
zone, and State): Murray, Kentucky Box 229; 9. Name of 
Mother (or female guardian) (First name, middle name, 
last name): Mellie Hale; Address (Number, street, city, 
zone, and State): 33445 Morris St., Wayne, Mich.; In the 
event that I am not survived by a spouse or eligible child, 
or of their decease or disqualification before payment of 
6 month gratuity is made, I then desire that payment be 
made to the dependent relative shown below (See instruc¬ 
tion 4 on the reverse side of form): 10. First Name, Middle 
Name, Last Name): Mellie Hale; Relationship: Mother; 
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Address (Number, street, city, zone, and State): 33445 
Morris St., Wayne, Mich.; In the event of death or disquali¬ 
fication of the above named dependent relative, I then desig¬ 
nate the alternate dependent relative shown below (Other 
than spouse or child): Hood Hopson; Relationship: Father; 
Murray, Kentucky Box 229. 

Voluntary Entries; I request that the following com¬ 
mercial life insurance companies be official notified in case 
of my death in active service. (The “Policy Number” should 
be entered if possible, since this information will assist in 
expediting action by the insurance company should a claim 
become payable.) 12. Full name of company: National 
Service Life Insur.; Address of home office: Richmond, Va.; 

Policy No.-; In the event that I am listed as missing, or 

by other military circumstance am unable to transmit funds 
to my dependents, it is my desire that: 13. First Name, 
Middle Name, Last Name: Mrs. Rose A. Hopson; Relation¬ 
ship: Wife; Address (Number, street, city, zone, and State): 
4920 Deal Drive, Apt. #201, Washington 20, D. C.; Receive 
each month: 100% of my pay; Military address: Bolling AF 
Base; Date signed: 18 April 1951; Signature of Designator: 

(s) Tassanilla Hopson. 
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620 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Defendant’s Exhibit No. 1 

Government of Guam, Department of Records and Accounts 
CERTIFICATE OF MARRIAGE 

6 October, 1950. No. 8957. 

Delores Palmer Hopson, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Tasanilla Hopson, Defendant. 

C.A. No. 3033-50 

Tassanilla Hopson with Dolores C. Palmer, Agana 4 
November, 1948, Vol. 31, Sheet 11. 

On the twenty-seventh day of October nineteen hundred 
and forty-eight, there was celebrated in the N.W. Base 
Chapel, Guam, the marriage of Tassanilla Hopson, twenty- 
six years of age, Bachelor, USAF by occupation, resident 
of 33445 Morris, Wayne, Michigan, son of Hood Hopson 
and Millie Hopson with Dolores C. Palmer, thirty years of 
age, Spinster, resident of 20 Farragut Terrace, Philadel¬ 
phia, daughter of William C. Palmer and Frances Fremont, 
dec., witnesses present at ceremony being Wesley D. Kimbal 
and Jastine Mehle, and the minister who solemnized the 
marriage Joseph L. Spears. 

Thus appears from the report submitted by the said 
minister on the twenty-seventh instant and received at this 
office on this date. 

Agana, Guam, fourth day of November nineteen hundred 
and forty-eight. 

(Sgd) P. B. Souder. 

Certified to be a true copy of the original in the Books 
of Marriages in the Department of Records and Accounts, 
Government of Guam. 

(s) F. T. Flores, Acting Head of Department of 
Records and Accounts. 
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621-A Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Defendant’s Exhibit No. 2 
Delores Palmer Hqps«*{ Plaintiff, 

A J*- TasaniljS Hbpson, Defendant. 


lY*- 


r riivi 


Civil Action No. 3033-50 


#319 


March Term, 1945 


Court of Common Pleas No. 6 


Francis Palumbo against Dolores Palumbo. 

LIBEL IN DIVORCE, A.V.M. 

Let a Subpoena issue, returnable according to law. 

Filed Feb. 16,1945, J. Orr, Filed, Pro. Prothy. Pd. $2.75. 
Bok, P. Judge. r 

To Dolores Palumbo, Respondent. 

You are hereby notified and required, within thirty days 
from Monday, the 19 day of March next, to cause an ap¬ 
pearance to be entered for you in the Court of Common 
Pleas No. 6 of the County of Philadelphia, and an answer 
to be filed to the libel for divorce, of which the within is 
a copy. 

Note.—You are hereby warned that if you fail to enter 
an appearance and file an answer as above notified and re¬ 
quired, the cause will proceed without you, and you will be 
liable to have a decree of divorce entered against you in 
your absence. 

Edward W. Furia, Attorney for Libellant. (Ad- 
ress) 1300 Lincoln-Liberty Bldg. 
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621 Filed July 23, 1952. Clerk 

In the Court of Common Pleas NoD^ fdl^ie County of 
Philadelphia, of March Term, 1945 No?^9. ^ 

To the Honorable the Judges of the sa^^Cd^t^ 

1. The names of the parties to this libel £je E^mcis 
Palumbo Libellant, and Dolores Palumbo Respdfcderif; 

2. The Libellant and Respondent were lawfully jo?iied 
marriage, on the 22nd day of June in the year of our iWd 
one thousand nine hundred and forty-two (1942) at Elktt^ 
Cecil County in the State of Maryland. 


3. At the time said marriage was contracted, the Libel¬ 
lant was a citizen of the State of Pennsylvania and resided 
at 824 Catherine St., Philadelphia in said State; and the 
Respondent was a citizen of the State of Pennsylvania and 
resided at 662 N. 65th St., Phila., in said State; immediately 
after their said marriage, the said Libellant and Respond¬ 
ent did not cohabit at any time. The present residence of 
the Libellant is at No. Schuylkill Arsenal, 27th St. and 
Grays Ferry Avenue, in the City of Philadelphia in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and he has been a resi¬ 
dent of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for 34 years 
previous to the filing of this libel. The present residence 
of the Respondent is 20 Farragut Terrace, Philadelphia, Pa. 


4. And the Libellant avers that, in violation of her mar¬ 
riage vow and of the laws of this Commonwealth the said 
Dolores Palumbo the Respondent (State each cause of di¬ 
vorce in a separate paragraph) (a) Did in the City and 
County of Philadelphia, State of Pennsylvania willfully and 
maliciously and without just and reasonable cause desert 
the libellant on the 10th day of August, 1942, and the said 
Dolores Palumbo has persisted in the said willful and mali¬ 
cious desertion from the 10th day of August, 1942, until 
the day of this libel. 


(b) Did on in Cape May County, 

Wildwood Gfces?5“"N. <L, <$ommit adultery with one Lester 
R^Qri^Snd oil oi^Jbout May 21, 1944, in Philadelphia 

- rtSnty, P^jra^rvania, commit adultery with one, Lester 
^ F. Oi^^Sa at various other times and places commit adul- 
\ifexj with the said Lester F. Orr and other persons, whose 
names are unknown to the libellant. 

(c) Did in the City and County of Philadelphia, State 
of Pennsylvania, offer such indignities to the person of the 
libellant as to render the condition of the libellant intoler¬ 
able and life burdensome, from on or about August 10, 

1942, up until the present time. 

622 5. Wherefore the Libellant prays that a subpoena 

may issue, directed to the said Dolores Palumbo the 
Respondent, commanding to appear before your Honor¬ 
able Court, on Monday, the 19th day of March nest, A.D. 
1945 to answer this libel and complaint; and also, that a 
decree may be made by your Honorable Court, divorcing 
him the said Libellant from the bonds of matrimony be¬ 
tween him and the said Respondent. 

Francis Palumbo. 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, County of Philadelphia, ss: 

The above-named Francis Palumbo being duly sworn ac¬ 
cording to law, says that the statements contained in the 
above libel are true to the best of his knowledge and be¬ 
lief ; and that the said complaint is not made out of levity, 
or by collusion between him and the said Respondent, 
Dolores Palumbo for the mere purpose of being freed and 
separated from each other, but in sincerity and truth, for 
the causes mentioned in the said libel. 

Sworn and subscribed before me, the 14th day of Feb¬ 
ruary, 1945. 

Mollie S. Furia, Notary Public. My Commission Expires 
Jan. 2, 1949. 

[Seal] 


Francis Palumbo. 
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Certified from the record this 14th day of November A.D., 
1951. 

Meredith Hanna, Prothonotary. 
By (s) T. W. Biordan. 


623 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Defendant’s Exhibit No. 4 

Delores Palmer Hopson, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Tassinalla Hopson, Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 3033-50 


Dear Sirs: 

I understand my husband is instituting divorce proceed¬ 
ings thru you. I want you to know that is against my 
wishes in one respect. I am the one who has the grounds 
based on truth. I preferred getting a Md. decree in Oct. 
& made it plain but as in everything else, my husband has 
disregarded my wishes. 

My husband came after me for 9 months before we mar¬ 
ried, tricked me into a relationship I didn’t want, married 
me, sent me home alone, from Nov. to April gave me no sup¬ 
port but only harsh words & threats, refused to meet my 
family thereby causing a permanent break between my 
family and me because I refused to tell them what was 
wrong; refused to make a home for me, came to see me only 
once & that because I sent him a telegram; made me have 
my baby alone—it’s endless. I had to go to work when 
my baby was 3 months old and now don’t have the money to 
chase after him to get what I want in Court. When our 
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child was 5 months old I had the pleasure of a visit from 
a man who was the husband of my husband’s paramour. 
He told me he planned to divorce his wife & name my hus¬ 
band & someone else as correspondents & also to have them 
court martialed. I tried to calm him & asked him not to 
do it because I still hoped my husband would come to his 
senses & behave decently. 

A month ago he wrote & said he was sorry for the misery 
he caused me & thought a divorce would make him 
624 happy. I wrote & explained I wanted to get the di¬ 
vorce & why & said our future relationship would 
remain friendly if I had my way in this one thing. The 
answer you know. 

When you get the divorce for him, restore my name to 
Palmer—my daughter might as well be illegitimate. He’s 
done everything to us it’s possible to do except try to kill 
us & if he doesn’t get his own w’ay with a divorce I’m 
afraid he’ll do that. Get it over with. I held on & held 
on hoping there w’ould be one time he’d show some con¬ 
sideration for my feelings but it never happened. The 
w'hole thing has been an incredible nightmare of misery 
& I can’t pretend it hasn’t affected me. The miracle is it 
hasn’t mentally unbalanced me. As I said I interpose no 
objection to a divorce—but since this is based on lies & 
gives my daughter no protection don’t expect me to sign 
anything. 

(s) Dolores Palmer Hopson. 

• ••••••••• 

627 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Defendant’s Exhibit No. 5 

• ••••••••• 

Lt. Tassanilla Hopson 

• ••••••••• 
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Defendant’s Exhibit No. 6 


Lt. T. Hopson 


628 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Defendant’s Exhibit No. 7 


Lt. T. Hopson 


Defendant’s Exhibit No. 9 

Postmarked—Washington, D. C., July 28, 7:30 P.M. 
Clerk’s Office District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia. U. S. Courthouse, Washington 1, 
D. C. Official business. Permit No. 1020. 

Mr. Tasanilla Hopson, Attorney at Law, 4920 Deal Drive, 
S.E., Washington, D. C. 

631 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Defendant’s Exhibit No. 11 

REPORT OF MEDICAL HISTORY 

This information is for official use only and will not be 
revealed to unathorized persons. 

1. Last Name, First, Name, Middle Name: Hopson, Tas- 
sanilla; 2. Place and Date of Examination: AAFB, Wash., 
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D. C.—16 Jan 51; 3. Date of Birth: 26 Aug. 22; 4. Age in 
years last Birthday: 28; 5. Identification No. AO 2085525; 6. 
Purpose of Examination: Appointment — Recall Active 
Duty; 7. Service, Department, or Agency: Army Air Force; 
8. Component and Branch: DC ANG; 9. Organization: 113th 
A Sq.; 10. Grade, Rating, or Position: 1st Lt.; 11. Sex: Male; 
12. Race: White; 13. Home Address( Street, or RFD number, 
city, zone, State): 4920 Deal Drive, Apt. 201, Wash. 20 D. C.; 


632 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

(Signature of Examinee): (s) Tassinalla Hopson; (Name 
Typed or Printed): Tassanilla Hopson; 31. Summary of His¬ 
tory (With elaboration of pertinent data) and Additional 
History (To be supplied only by physician): Childhood— 
measles, mumps, chicken pox, whooping cough, NC, severe 
tonsillitis. Tonsillectomy 1949 Dec. June 1946 appendi¬ 
citis.; 32. Signature of Physician or Examiner: (s) J. J. 
Kristan, Capt. M.C.; Name Typed or Printed: Joseph J. 
Kristan Capt., DC ANG MD; Date 1-16-51. 


633 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

79. Typed or Printed Name of Physician: Joseph J. Kristan 
Capt., DCANG (MC); Signature: (s) Joseph J. Kristan; 

80. Typed or Printed name of Physician: William H. Beard, 
Col. DCANG M.C.); * * * 81. Typed or Printed Name of 
Dentist or Physican (Indicate which): Frederick M. Dimas- 
Aruti, Lt. Col. DCANG (D.C.); * # * 82. Typed or Printed 
Name of Reviewing Officer or Approving Authority: Wil¬ 
liam H. Beard, Col. DCANG (M.C.); * * * 

634 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
REPORT OF MEDICAL EXAMINATION 

1. Last Name, First Name, Middle Name: Hopson, Tas¬ 
sanilla: 2. Grade and Component or Position: 1st Lt.; 3. 
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Identification No.: AO 2085525; 4. Home Address (Number, 
street or RFD, city or town, zone and State): 4920 Deal 
Drive, Apt. 201, Wash. 20, D. C.; 5. Purpose of Examination: 
Appointment Recall Active Duty; 6. Date of Examination: 
16 Jan 51; 7. Sex: Male; 8. Race: White; 9. Total Yrs. Gov. 
Service: 7M>; Civilian: —; 10. Department, Agency or Serv¬ 
ice: Army; 11. Organization Unit: 113th Air Police A. Sq. 


635 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Defendant’s Exhibit No. 12 

The Surf Club Payroll Receipt. No. 9977. Miami Beach, 
Florida June 12,1950. 

# * * of The Surf Club, Salary or Wages in Full From 
June 9, 1950 to June 12, 1950. Regular Earnings: $32.00; 
• • • Total Earnings: $32.00; Less Federal Payroll Tax: 
$.48; Withholding Tax: $2.90; Net Paid: $28.62. Employee: 
Tass Hopson. Per-. 

Defendant’s Exhibit No. 17 

Form W-2 U. S. Treasury Department Internal Revenue 
Service. 

WITHHOLDING STATEMENT—1950 
Wages Paid and Income Tax Withheld 
Employee’s Copy— (Duplicate). 

Employee to whom paid (Print name, full address, and 
Social Security Number): Tassnilla Hopson, 221 S.W. 7th 
St., Miami, Fla. 368-24-9389. 

Total wages (before pay-roll deductions) paid in 1950: 
$934.83; Federal income tax withheld, if any: $95.65. Em¬ 
ployer by whom paid (Name, address, and Social Security 
Identification Number): The Surf Club—59-0471110, 9011 
Collins Avenue, Miami Beach, Fla. Keep this copy for your 
own record. 
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636 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Defendant’s Exhibit No. 13 

Jul2050—529 4—0010.95SL. Authorization 20. 1280-31. 

Write Last Name only on line above: Hopson; Mr. Mrs. 
or Miss and initials on line above: Mrs. T.; Address on line 
above: 216 Audrey Lane; Purchased bv: S. E. 19040. De¬ 
partment 886; Salesperson: 365; Date: 7/20. Baby Shoes— 
$10.95. Chg. cost value 3.00. Woodward & Lothrop. 

Woodward & Lothrop. 1280-31. Department: 886; Sales¬ 
person: 365; Date: 7/20; Amt. Reed.: chg.; Amt. of Sale: 
10.95. 

637 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk. 

Defendant’s Exhibit No. 14 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA, IN AND 
FOR DADE COUNTY, IN CHANCERY 

Tassanilla Hopson, Plaintiff, 


vs. 

Dolores Palmer Hopson, Plaintiff. 

Civil Action No. 3033-50 
No. 132 317—E 

FINAL DECREE OF DIVORCE 

This Cause came on to be heard on Final Hearing be¬ 
fore the Court having beard the testimony of the plaintiff 
and bis witnesses, and upon consideration thereof, it is 

Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed, as follows: 

1. That the bonds of matrimony heretofore and now ex¬ 
isting between the plaintiff, Tassanilla Hopson, and the de- 
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fendant, Dolores Palmer Hopson, be, and the same are 
hereby, dissolved, and that the plaintiff and defendant are 
hereby divorced, each from the other, A Vinculo Martimonii, 
and that the full right and privileges of an unmarried 
persons are hereby restored to each of the parties to this 
cause. 

2. That the plaintiff, Tassanilla Hopson, be, and he is 
hereby Ordered and Directed to pay to the defendant, 
Dolores Palmer Hopson, the sum of Ten ($10.00) Dollars 
each and every week beginning with June 15, 1950, for the 
support and maintenance of Dewane Hopson, the minor 
child of the parties. 

Done and Ordered in the County Courthouse in Miami, 
Dade County, Florida, this 13th day of June A.D. 1950. 

Charles A. Carrol, Circuit Judge. 

A true copy of the original on file in the Clerk’s Office. 
Witness my hand and Official Seal. This 13 day of June 
A.D., 1950. 

By (s) H. H. Winerd, D. C. 

638 Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Defendant’s Exhibit No. 15 

MILITARY RECORD AND REPORT OF SEPARATION 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1. Last Name, First Name, Middle Initial: Hopson, Tas¬ 
sanilla; 2. Army Serial No.: AO2085525; 3. AUS Grade: 
1st Lt.; 4. Arm or Service: USAF; 5. Component: TTSAFR; 
6. Organization: Hq & Hq Sq 1050th Air Base Group; 7. 
Date of Release from Active Dutv: 9 Jan. 1950; 8. Place of 
Separation: Andrews Air Force Base Washington 25, D. C.; 
9. Permament Address for mailing purposes: Box 229 Mur¬ 
ray, Kentucky; 10. Date of Birth: 26 Aug. 1922; 11. Place of 
Birth: Murray, Kentucky; 12. Address from which employ- 
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ment will be sought: See 9; 13. Color Eyes: Green; 14. Color 
Hair: Brown; 15. Height: 5'11"; 16. "Weight: 165 lbs; 17. 
No. of Dependents: 2; 18. Race: White; 19. Martial Status: 
Married; 20. U. S. Citizen: Yes; 21. Civilian Occupation and 
No. Student; Selective Service Data: Registered: No; 23. 
Local S. S. Board Number: None; 24. County and State: 
None; 25. Home address at time of entry on active duty: 
See 9; 26. Date of entry of active duty: 11 Mar. 1945; 27, 
Military Occupational Specialty and No.: Administrative 
Officer (2120); 28. Battles and Campaigns: None; 29. Dec¬ 
orations and Citations: American Campaign Medal, World 
War II Victor} 7 Medal; 30. Wounds received in action: 
None; 31. Service Schools attended: Pilot Training B-26 
Transition Training, Interium Training (6 Phases), Per¬ 
sonnel Management & Production Mgmt; 32. Service out¬ 
side Continental U. S. and return: Date of departure: 13 
Jun 1947; Destination: Guam; Date of arrival 1 Jul 1947; 
Date of Departure 22 Dec 1948; Destination: USA; Date 
of arrival: 9 Jan 1949; 34. Current tour of active duty: Con¬ 
tinental Service: 3 years, 3 month, 2 days; Foreign Service: 
1 year, 6 months, 27 days; 35. Education (years): Grammar 
school: 8; High school: 4; College: 4; Insurance Notice: 
Important If premium is not paid when due or within 
thirty-one days thereafter, insurance will lapse. Make 
checks or money order payable to the Treasurer of the U. S. 
and forward to Collections Subdivision, Veterans Admin¬ 
istration, Washington 25, D. C. Kind of Insurance: Nat. 
Serv.; 37. How paid: Allotment; 38. Effective Date of Allot¬ 
ment Discontinuance. 31 Jan 1950; 39 Date of next Premium 
Due (one month after 39): 28 Feb 1950; 40. Premium Due 
each month: 34.80; 41. Intention of Veteran to: Continue; 
43. Remarks (This space for completion of above items or 
entry of other items specified in W.D. Directives): Blood 
Type A; 1st Lt USAF Reserve 21 Jen 1948; Compensated 
for 60 days unused leave; 44. Signature of Officer being sep¬ 
arated: (s) Tassanilla Hopson; 45. Personnel Officer (Type 
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name, grade and organization—signature): Webster E. 
Raemy Capt. USAF 1050th Air Base Group; (s) Webster 
E. Raemy. Right Thumb Print. 

Army of the United States 

Certificate of Service 

This is to certify that Tassanilla Hopson AO 2 085 525 
First Lieutenant, 1050th Air Base Group, honorably served 
in active Federal Service in the Army of the United States 
from 11 March 1945 to 9 January 1950. Given at Separa¬ 
tion Center, Andrews Air Force Base, Washington 25, 
D. C., on the 9th day of January, 1950. 

(s) Robert A. Barrere, Lt. Col., USAF. 
639-A Filed July 23, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 
Defendant’s Exhibit No. 20 


#679 Sept. Term, 1944 

Court of Common Pleas No. 2 
Dolores Palumbo against Franci^PaiJnbo. 

LIBEL IN DIVOECE/A.V^. 

Let a Subpeona issue, returnable, according to law. 

Filed Sep. 20, 1944, Eininger, Pro. PrcS&y. Filed, Pd. 
$2.75. V.A.C. Judge. 

_Respondent. 


To 




You are hereby notified and required, within .thirty days 
from Monday, the 23 day of Oct. next, to causey appear¬ 
ance to be entered for you in the Court of Common Pleas 
No. 2 of the County of Philadelphia, and aif answer to be 
filed to the libel for divorce, of which the witfim copy. 

Note.—You are hereby warned that if you &il enter 
an appearance and file an answer as above notqjed fed re- 
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quired, Jiie so wiU-JJ>3*?eecl without vou, and you will 
bo^l-Ao lia^tn decree of divorce entered against you 
r^i your ;i^j^'e. 


O' 


Samuel C. Xissenbaum, Attorney for Libellant. 
(Address) 009 Mkt. St. Bank Bldg. 


639 Filed Julv 23, 1952. Harrv M. Hull, Clerk 

In the Court of Common Pleas Xo. 2 for the County 
of Philadelphia, of Sept. Term, 1944 Xo. 079. 

To the Honorable the Judges of the said Court: 

1. The names of the parties to this libel are Dolores 
Palumbo Libellant, and Francis Palumbo Respondent, 

2. The Libellant and Respondent were lawfully joined 
in marriage, on the 22nd day of June in the year of our 
Lord one thousand nine hundred and fortv-two at Elk- 
ton Cecil County in the State of Maryland and from and 
after that time, they lived together and cohabited in the 
relation of husband and wife. 

3. At the time said marriage was contracted, the Libel¬ 
lant was a citizen of the State of Pennsylvania and resided 
at 6(52 X. 65tli Street in said State; and the Respondent 
was a citizen of the State of Pennsylvania and resided at 
824 Catherine St. in said State; immediately after their 
marriage, the said Libellant and Respondent resided to¬ 
gether at 241 South 21st Street, Philadelphia in the State 
of Pennsylvania and have since resided at 241 S. 21st Street. 
The present residence of the Libellant is at Xo 20 Farragut 
Terrace, Street, in the City of Philadelphia in the Common¬ 
wealth of Pennsylvania, and she has been a resident of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for 25 years previous to the 
filing of this libel. The present residence of the Respondent 
is Schuvlkill Arsenal, 27th and Gravs Ferrv Avenue. Phila- 
delphia, Penna. 


4. And the Libellant avers that, in^olaSoiw>f his mar- 




cause 


riage vows and of the laws of this C^toracnaMealth the 
said Francis Palumbo, the Respondent (Stae e^c^ cause 
of divorce in a separate paragraph) 

Did, in the City and County of Philadelphia^ State of 
Pennsylvania, willfully and maliciously and with5it 
or reasonable cause, desert the Libellant on the 28m day 
of August, 1943, and the said Francis Palumbo has 
sisted in the said willful and malicious desertion from tTitV 
2Sth day of August, 1943 until the day of this Libel., from 
241 S. 21st Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Hath by cruel and barbarous treatment endangered the 
life of the Libellant. 

Hath offered such indignities to the person of the Libel¬ 
lant as to render the condition of the Libellant intolerable 


and life burdensome, that such cruel and barbarous treat¬ 
ment and indignities commenced in Februarv of 1943 and 
continued until the separation of August 28th, 1943. 

Hath in the City and County of Philadelphia in the year 
1943 committed adultery with one “Theresa” and Hath in 

the rear 1942 and in 1943 and on divers other davs and 
•> • 

times in the City and County of Philadephia and in Atlantic 

City, Atlantic County, X. J., committed adultery with 

one Rita Cantow and hath on divers other davs and times 

%• 

and at other places given himself up to adulterous prac¬ 
tices. 


640 5. Wherefore the Libellant prays that a subpoena 

may issue, directed to the said Francis Palumbo the 
Respondent, commanding him to appear before your Honor¬ 
able Court, on Monday, the 23d day of Oct. next, A.D. 1944 
to answer this libel and complaint; and also, that a decree 
may be made by your Honorable Court, divorcing her the 
said Libellant from the bonds of matrimony between her¬ 
self and the said Respondent. 


Dolores Palumbo. 



Common6^cnnsv]^a«ta, County of Philadelphia, ss: 

The a^pve-nan^d Dolores Palumbo being duly sworn 
^cc^&ing tc^la^ says that the statements contained in the 
Jftbove h}*3*\re true to the best of her knowledge and be- 
li^xmcl that the said complaint is not made out of levity, 
or by collusion between her and the said Respondent, Fran¬ 
cis Palumbo for the mere purpose of being freed and sepa¬ 
rated from each other, but in sincerity and truth, for the 
causes mentioned in the said libel. 

Dolores Palumbo. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me, the 20th day of Sep¬ 
tember 1944. 

S. Nissenbaum, Notary Public [Seal]. My Commission Ex¬ 
pires Jan. 5, 1947. 

[Seal] 

Certified from the record this 14th day of November A.D., 
1951. 

Meredith Hannan, Prothonotary. 

By T. W. Rioridan. 
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642 Filed July 23, 1952. Bsfrv M.^iull, Clerk 
Defendant’s Exhibit IJj. 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENN 


In the Court of Common Pleas, No. 2 Philadelphia 
County. > ’ 

Francis Palumbo, 


Francis Palumbo, 

vs - * ^ x 

Dolores Palumbo. 

September Term, 1944, No. 679. 4 

IN DIVORCE A.V.M. CAUSE: DESERTION VX 


DECREE 


And now, to wit, the 17th day of September A.D. 1945, 
the Master’s Report in the above case having been duly 
approved, final rule granted, and proof of notices of final 
rule submitted, on motion of Edward W. Furia, Esquire, 
Attorney for Plaintiff, the Court, by virtue of the authority 
vested in it by law, makes the said rule absolute and decrees 
that the said Francis Palumbo Plaintiff, and Dolores Pa¬ 
lumbo Defendant, be, and they are hereby divorced from 
the bonds of matrimony, and all the duties, rights and 
claims accruing to either of the said parties at any time 
heretobefore, in pursuance of said marriage, shall hence¬ 
forth cease and determine, and the said parties shall sever¬ 
ally be at liberty to marry again as if they never had been 


married. 


Edwin 0. Lewis, Judge. 


I do hereby Certify, that the foregoing is a true and cor¬ 
rect copy of the Final Decree in Divorce in the above case. 

In Testimony Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and 
affixed the seal of said Court this 16th day of November in 
the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred fifty-one 
(1951). 

[Seal] Meredith Hanna, Prothonotary. 

By T. W. Riordian. 
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643 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

Court’s Exhibit 1 

REPORT OF MEDICAL HISTORY 

This information is for official use only and will not be 
released to unauthorized persons. 

1. Last Name, First Name, Middle Name: Hopson, Tas- 
sanilla (XMI): 2. Grade and Component or Position; 1st Lt.: 
3. Identification No.; AO-2085525; 4. Home Address (Num¬ 
ber, street or RFD, city or town, zone and State): 4920 Deal 
Dr. Apt. 201 Wash. 20, D. C.; 5. Purpose of Examination: 
Recall to Active Duty; 6. Date of Examination: 16 Jan. 51; 
7. Sex: M; S. Race: W: 9. Total Yrs. Govt. Service: Military: 
8; Civilian: —: 10. Department, Agency, or Service: USAF; 

11. Organization Unit:-; 12. Date of Birth: 26 Aug. ’22; 

13. Place of Birth: Murray, Ky.: 14. Name, Relationship, 
and Address of next of kin: Rose O. Hopson—Wife—4920 
Deal Dr. Apt. 201, Wash. 20 D. C.: 15. Examination Facility 
or Examiner, and Address: Andrews AFB Wash. 25, D. C.; 

* * * 17. Statement of Examinee's present Health in own 
wods. (Follow by description of past history, if complaint 
exists): Excellent. 

I certify that I have reviewed the foregoing information 
supplied by me and that it is true and complete to the 
best of my knowledge. 

I authorize any of the doctors, hospitals, or clinics men¬ 
tioned above to furnish the Government a complete tran¬ 
script of my medical record for purposes of processing my 
application for this employment or service. 

Typed or Printed Name of Examinee -; Signature. 

(s) Tassanilla Hopson. 

• ••••#•••• 
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644 Filed Sep. 9, 1952. Harry M. Hull, Clerk 

REPORT OF MEDICAL EXAMINATION 

1. Last Name, First Name, Middle Name: Hopson, Tas- 
sanilla; 2. Grade and Component or Position: 1st Lt.; 3. 
Identification No. AO 2085525; 4. Home Address (Number, 
street or RFD, city or town, zone and State); 4920 Deal 
Drive, Apt. 201, Wash. 20, D. C.; 5. Purpose of Examination: 
Appointment, Recall Active Duty; 6. Date of Examination: 
16 Jan 1951; 7. Sex: Male; 8. Race: White; 9. Total Yrs 
Govt. Service: Military TVs; Civilian: 0; 10. Department, 
Agency, or Service: Army; 11. Organization Unit: 113th 
Air Police A Sq.; 12. Date of Birth: 26 Aug 1922; 13. Place 
of Birth: Murray, Kentucky; 14. Name, Relationship, and 
Address of next of kin: Rose A. Hopson (w), Same as Para. 
#4; 15. Examining facility or Examiner, and Address: 
AAFB, Wash., D. C.; 16 Other Information:-; 17. Rat¬ 

ing or Specialty: Pilot. 

«*•••••••# 

“A Certified True Copy.” 

(s) Joseph M. Danyliw, 1st Lt., USAF (MC) AME. 

• •*•*•••*• 

79. Typed or Printed Name of Physician: Joseph J. Kristan 
Capt. DCANG, (MC); 80. Typed or Printed Name of Physi¬ 
cian: William H. Beard, Col. DCANG (M.C.); 81. Typed 
or Printed Name of Dentist or Physician (Indicate which): 
Frederick M. Dimas-Aruti Lt. Col DCANG (D.C.); 82. 
Typed or Printed Name of Reviewing Officer or Approving 
Authority: William H. Beard, Col. DCANG (M.C.). 



